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An Appeal to the common Senſe of all 
Chriſtian People, with Regard to an im- 
rtant Point of Faith and Practice, im- 
poſed upon their Conſciences, by Church 
Authority; 


WHEREIN 


The Author's erroneous Notions concerning the 18 
Doctrine of the Trinity and Incarnation of 1 
Jeſus Chriſt ; together with his Miſtakes, in Wi 
expounding the Holy Scriptures, are fully || 
laid open, Ws | _ | 

AN PD ; 4 1 

In which likewiſe ſeveral Texts of Dr. Clarke's Scrip- 4 
ture Doctrine of the Trinity, with his arguing . 4 
upon them, are Occaſionally conſidered. _ + , f | 

In a LETTER to the AUTHOR. ll. 
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STR, 

TT was ſometime after the Publication of your 
Book that it firſt fell into my Hands; or that 
even ſo much as heard of it. And from the 
Title Page itſelf, and that uncommon Confidence 
you diſcover of your being in the Right, I could 
not help thinking but that you muſt have made 
lome new Diſcovery, ſo as to throw a greater 
Light, than had heitherto appeared, upon ſo im- 
__ and ſo long a controverted a Doctrine. 
ut upon examining, I found that, without com- 
ing the Text with their Contexts, or in the 
eaſt conſidering the Deſign, thoſe you quote 


from had in writing what you quote, you have 
drawn ſuch Conlcuſions, as, I hope, in the fol- 


lowing Remarks, to make appear, ought not to 


be allowed, 

Beſides, you and all that have gone-before you 
in this Controverſy, ſeem to have taken upon 
you to fix an arbitrary Senſe upon Words, whoſe 
Meaning is far from being agreed upon; and 
upon the right Underſtanding of which a great 


deal does depend; and then argue from them as 


ſelf-evident Propoſitions. The firſt that I ſhall 
take Notice of is the Word, Perſon. Mr. Locke 
takes it in general to mean a thinking intelligent 
Being (a). Dr. Clarke an intelligent Agent (6): 
Mr. Chambers, in his Dictionary, has defined Per- 
ſon to be an individual Subſtance of a rational 
or intelligent Nature. Now ſince by a Subſtance 


(a) Vol. I, Chap. xxvii. 69. () Script. Do&, Ne. I. 
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of a rational or intelligent Nature, he muſt mean, 
if any Thing, a rational or intelligent Agent or 
Being, this Definition of the Word Perfon will 
differ from the two foreging in nothing more 
than in the Addition of the Epithet individual. 
And as you have followed Dr. Clarke very cloſely 
upon ſeveral Occaſions, I may, I hope, preſume 
that you underſtand it in the ſame Senſe with 
him. From whence you conciude it : abſurd to 
aſſert the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to make 
one God: And the divine and human Nature to 
but ſo united in our bleſſed Saviour, as to make 
one Chriſt. | 
In the next Place, you likewiſe ſeem to have 
taken the Word God, in ſuch a determinate Senſe 
as you imagine mult neceſſarily reduce your Op- 
ponents to an Abſurdity, in affirming that the three 
Perſons, the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt can 
poſſibly be comprehended-under it. But in both 
theſe Caſes you have begged the Queſtion. For, 
I hope, hereafter to make it appear that the 
Word God does ſignify, ſometimes only a Per- 
ſon of a divine Nature; but generally an Object 
of Divine Worſhip: And that when in Scrip- 
ture applied to the true Object of our Divine 
Worſhip, it is very frequently uſed as exegetical 
of Jebovab. Under which Name, I hope to be 
able to prove the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
to be comprehended, and conſequently under the 
Word God: Unleſs where diſtinctly given to 
either of the Perſons in particular, acting in that 
Part they are ſeverally repreſented as ſuſtaining in 
the Creation, Government, Redemption, and 
Sanctification of Mankind: And as to the com- 
mon Definition of Perſon, namely, that it implies 
in general an intelligent Agent or Being, it is very 
different 
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different from the Senſe in which it is uſed, in 
dur Language; where it often ſignifies our out- 
ward Appearance only, abſtracted from our ra- 
tional or internal Part, Becauſe any one, who 
has a regular Compoſure of Features and Sym- 
metry of Members, is, and very properly may 
be ſaid to be a fine Perſon, though the Temper 
of his Mind and intellectual Faculties may be in 
no Ways correſpondent to it. 

Beſides the Definition itſelf is really very in- 
adequate: Becauſe Angels or Men being intelli- 
gent Agents, it is applicable to each of them 
alike, though differing from each other in an 
immenſe Degree. There muſt therefore be ſome- 
thing neceſſarily wanting to diſtinguiſh them, 
when we ſpeak of either, in Particular, as Per- 
ſons. - I ſhould, therefore, rather approve of that 
Definition which Hefychius has given us; who 
under the Word IT&x, Perſon, which he 
makes equivalent with dd sais ſaies, mpoowmnov i5i 
ouvdooun id ioc, that is, Perſon is a Concourſe 
of Properties. From whence, though Jebovab, 


God, (under which Title, I ſhall prove the Fa- 


ther, Son and Holy Spirit to be comprehended) 
does ſpeak in Scripture grammatically as a Per- 


ſon, as where he ſo often ſays, 1 am Jehovah, 


or, I am the Lord, your God; yet, according to 


the foregoing Definition, we might ſtill very 


properly ſay that God is a Perſon; becauſe in 
him ſeveral Properties muſt neceſſarily ſo pe- 


culiarly concur, as to diſtinguiſh him from any 


other Perſon whatever, Now, many of thoſe 
Properties which ſo neceſſarily diſtinguiſh God. 
from any other Perſon whatever, we can, indeed, 
diſcover by the Help of our Reaſon. Such are 


ſeveral of his Attributes, as well Incommunica- 
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ble as Communicable, But then, there muſt 
neceſſarily be many more which regard. the juſt 
Manner in which he exiſts, which we . cannot 
have any Conception of, any. further. than he is 
Pleaſed to reveal them. And for ought any one 
can know to the contrary, it may be an eſſential 
Property of God to conſiſt of three eternal Per- 
ſons (a). This, I hope, will ſerve to convince 
you how very unfair it is to argue againſt the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, upon the mere Force 
of Words, however commonly uſed, whoſe 
Meaning 1s yet very far from being well under- 
ſtood, or univerſally agreed upon. 

It can. be only by the Holy Scriptures, that 
this Controverſy can ever be decided: And if 
they do ſpeak of three eternal Perſons ; as our 
own Reaſon muſt tell us, that there cannot poſ- 
bly be three eternal independent Gods; theſe 
three eternal Perſons, however incomprehenſible 
it may be to us, muſt yet make but one eternal 
Object of all our Divine Warſhip, that is, one 
_ (4) That God, though confiſting of three eternal Perſons, 
may yet make but one Idea in our Minds, Mr, Locke has 
ſhewed, where he has ſaid : *© As ſimple Ideas are obſerved 
«*< to exiſt in ſeveral Combinations united together; ſo the 
«© Mind has a Power to conſider ſeveral of them united to- 
« gether, as one Idea; and that not only as they are united 
« in external Objects, but as itſelf has joined them. Ideas 
« thus made up of ſeveral Simple ones put together, I call 
„ Complex, ſuch as are Beauty, Gratitude, a Man, an Army, 
* the Univerſe; which though complicated of various ſimple 
* Ideas, or complex Ideas made up of ſimple ones, yet are, 
* when the Mind pleaſes, conſidered each by itſelf, as one 


** intire Thing, and ſignified by one Name.“ Vol. I. Chap. 
xii, 61. If it ſhould be objected that Mr. Locke is here ſpeak- 


ing of Ideas, and not of Perſons ; I anſwer, though perhaps 


it may not be true, that every Idea is a Perſon, yet, I be- 
lieve, it muſt be allowed that every Perſon, however come 
plicated, when thought upon, is an Idea in our Minds. 


God. 
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God. And that the Holy Scriptures do ſpeak of Wt 
three eternal Perſons, is what I ſhall endeavour | 
to prove, by obviating the Force of thoſe Texts | 
which you, in the firſt Place, think to ſpeak | 
of the Unity of God, in ſuch a Manner, as | 
utterly to exclude all other Perſons from the 
divine Nature. And Secondly, thofe which you | 


imagine expreſsly to contradict the Divinity of 
the Son and Holy Spirit. 

But firſt of thoſe which, in your Opinion, | 
ſeem to ſpeak of the Unity of God, in ſuch a fi 


Manner, as utterly to exclude all other Perſons | 
from the Divine Nature. The firſt of which is, if 
Matith. xix. 17, where our Saviour aſked the | | 
Man who called him Good: Why calleſ®s thou 1 
me God? And ſays to him, there is none Good -t 
but dne, f hat is God (a). From hence it may in- l | , 
deed be fairly proved that there is but one God ; _ 
but what is this to the Purpopſe; ſince where = 


did any, that maintain the Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, ever hold that there were more? By God, 
in this Place, our Saviour could mean no other 


than the true God, whom the Jews worſhipped ; _ 
but then this in no wiſe determines the Manner, n= 
in which that God exiſts. And indeed this is a _ 
Point of Doctrine, for which there can be no _ 
Sort of Reaſon aſſigned, why our Saviour ſhould, 1 
upon that Occaſion, have intended to have in- 1 
ſtructed the Man in. "i 1 
But Dr. Clarke contends that the Word, &s 112 
one, muſt neceſſarily ſignify in this Place, one 1 


Perſon, from whence, I ſuppoſe, he would have 
it inferred that there can be but one Perſon in 
God. But if the Meaning of the Word Perſon, 


(a) Page 8. 
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which I have given above, " namely, that 
it is a Concourſe of Properties; and we could 
ever be able to diſcover thoſe peculiar Properties, 
which muſt neceſſarily diſtinguiſh God, when 
ſpoken of as a Perſon, from any other Perſon 
whatever, the Force of his Arguing, in this, as 
well as in many other Places, would, in all Pro- 
bability, be loſt, which does ſolely depend upon 
that particular Senſe, in which he has taken the 
Word Perſon; but in which I hope we are not 

implicitly to follow him. 1 0 
But there is one Thing more I muſt obſerve, 
which is, that the Word de does not always 
ſignify one, but alſo alone or only. For the Words 
21 un «s 6 Oxos Mark ii. 7, the ſame with thoſe 
in the Text, are tranſlated but God only. And in 
this Senſe has he himſelf taken them in his Para- 
phraſe upon Mark x. 18. There is none perfect 
and eſſentially Good, but God only. And the an- 
cient Latin Verſion renders them Zuke xviii. 49, 
Nemo bonus, niſi ſolus Deus. This may poſſibly 
be allowed likewiſe to abate ſomewhat of the 
Force of his Arguing in this Place. But I go 
on to your next Text Mark xii. 29, where to 
the Man who aſked him which was the firſt Com- 
mandment of all? our Saviour anſwers from 
Deut. vi. 4. Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord our God is 
one Lord (a). Moſes cannot in this Place be ſup- 
poſed to ſay to the Children of 1/rael, the Lord 
our God is one Lord, in order to eſtabliſh the 
Manner of his Exiſtence, but only to guard them 
gainſt worſhipping a Plurality of Gods, either 
y-forſaking the Lord their God intirely, or by 
worſhipping the only true Gods in Conjunction 


(. Page 8, 


with 


| 1 

with him. The worſhipping the only true. God, 
and ſerving him only, was what, with very good 
Reaſon, he took every Occaſion moſt. earneſtly 
to inculcate, becauſe they long had, and were 
ſtill to live furrounded with Idolatrous Nations, 
who moſt erroneouſly worſhipped a Plurality of 
Gods; but it was not at all neceſſary for him to 
inform them that the Godhead ſubſiſted under 
one Perſon only | 

In Anſwer to God's being here ſaid to be one. 
in Oppoſition to the Idols, or the falſe Gods of the 
Nations, Dr. Clarke has replied, Be it ſo; the 
e Queſtion then Remains, who that God is, of 
„hom this is ſpoken. The Fews to be ſure, 
«when theſe Words were ſpoken by Maſes, could 

underſtand them of no other than the Al- 
mighty Father the Creator and Governor of all 
Things: And the natural Apprebenſion, or com- 
mon Senſe of Mankind, obviouſly leads all Men 
*.to-underſtand them after the ſame Manner (a).“ 
Now as to the Word Father, which he has here 
introduced, 4 obſerve rhat it is a figurative Term 
expreſſing, in general, only the Relation between 
the great Creator of all Things, and his Crea- 


(6 
6 
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tures: And conſequently can prove nothing con- 


cerning the Manner in which that Creator exiſts. 
And the Jets undoubtedly underſtood Moſes, in 
theſe Words, as ſpeaking of the God, whom 
their Forefathers and they always worſhipped. 
And the natural Apprebenſian, or common Senſe o 
Mankind will obviouſly lead all Men, who have 
any Knowlege of revealed Religion, to under- 
ſt and them of the Creator and Governor of all 
Things; but then this leaves us juſt where it 


a Vol. IV. Fol. Page 267. 
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found us, becauſe this does not, in the leaſt, de- 
termine in what Manner that God, who is the 
Creator of all Things, does exiſt. And this is 
what Moſes, as has been before obſerved, cannot 
in Reaſon be ſuppoſed to have had any Deſign ta 
have ſpoken to them of, upon this Occaſion, 
There is one Thing. more I would, obſerve, 
upon this Text, which is that the Wards of. the 
Original are: Hear, O Iſrael, Jebovab aur God 
is one Jebovab. Now nothing is more clear than 
than that the Word, God, muſt be put here 
only as exegetical of the Name Jehovah; and 
can, in Propriety of Speech, ſignify no other 
than the Object of divine Worſhip : And con- 
ſequently it might be rendered, Jebovab, ibe Ob- 
Jett of our divine Worſhip, is one Jebovab. 
But if it can be made appear, as, I hope, I ſhall 
be able to do, that the inſpired Apoſtles did aſ- 
cribe this very Name Jehovah, expreſsly, to Jeſus 
Chriſt; and alſo that they looked upon the Holy 
Spirit as likewiſe comprehended under it; then 
. will it, I think, indiſputably follow, that Moſes, 
inſpired as he was, could not have deſigned to 
have taught the 17 aelites, upon this Occaſion, that 
Jehovah the Object of their divine Worſhip did 
Jubſifſt under one Perſon only, though he did in- 
deed call him, for the Reaſong above given, one 
Jehova. 0 
Upon two of the Texts that follow, I muſt 
Jikewiſe obſerve that the Apoſtles were not ſpeak- 
ing of the Manner in which God exiſted. _ For 
fo iii. 29, 30. where St. Paul aſks, I be the 
od of the Jews only? Is he not alſo the God of 
be Gentiles ? he anſwers himſelf, and ſays, Zes 
of the Gentiles alſo. And that with very good 
Reaſon; becauſe he could really be no God al 
Alle 
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all, if the Gentiles were not alſo ſubject to his 
Power: What he eſtabliſhes therefore, in this 
Place, is, that there is only one true God; 
from whom Salvation is only to be ex o 
Who ſhall juſtify the Circumcifion by Faith; and 
the Circumcifion through Faith (a), And St. James 
ii. 19, is manifeſtly diſputing with one of the 
Jewiſh Religion; for Chapter i. 1. he addreſſes 
his Epiſtle to the twelve Tribes, which are 


ſcattered. abroad. This Opponent he introduces 


as maintaining that Faith alone was neceſſary to Sal 
vation, without good Works: And the Inſtance; 
he makes him give of his Faith, is that he be- 
lieved there is one God: The Meaning of which 
can only be, that the Perſon declared that he 
believed in the only true God, worſhipped al ways 
in the Few Church; and that he was no Ide 
later. Dr. Clarke has intimated that the origi- 
nal Words of this Text which are 37, d Gt & 


351, inſtead of there is one God, might be rendered 


that God is one. But I refer it to the judicious 
and impartial Reader to determine, whether is 
more probable that St. James ſhould make his 
Opponent anſwer, fimply and plainly, that he 
was no Idolater; but believed that there is one 
God : Or fo metaphyſically cautious, as to ſay 
that God is one, as if the ö — about the 
Doctrine of the Trinity had then exiſted.” Serips. 
Dali. Ne 14. From theſe Texts thus explained, 
1 believe it appears that the Principle you would 
have us fix upon, as never to be departed from, 
is evidently not a true One, viz. that God is one 
as ſubſiſting under one Perſon only: becauſe the 
moſt fair Concluſion which can be drawn from 


(a. Script. Dif, No, 6, 
| them 


| 
| 


(=o } 
them is, that there is but one God. But whe- 
ther that, which is called God (a), does really 
exiſt under one Perſon only, or three, the forecited 
Texts do not, in the leaſt, aſcertain. ' And in- 


dieed it ſeems quite foreign from the Purpoſe of 


thoſe that uſed them, to have had in view the 
aſcertaining any ſuen Thing upon the Occaſions 
on which they ſpoke them (G)). 

I proceed now to your next Text, Jobn xvii. 7. 
where you ſay the Father is declared, by our 


Lotd himſelf, to be the only true God, as con- 


tradiſtinguiſhed from Jeſus Chriſt (c). Upon 
which, I obſerve, that if our Saviour does di- 
ſtinguiſh here between the Father and himfelf, 


it is only in Reſpect of his human Nature, in 


which. he appeared then in the World, and with 


Regard to which only he generally ſpeaks of 


himſelf. Now the Church of England has never 
taught chat Zeſus Cbriſt was equal to the Father 
as touching his Manhood, but as touching his 
Godhead only; to which the human Nature was, 
in an ineffable Manner, united. And notwith- 
ſtanding the Holy Scriptures, both of the old 


and new Teſtament, do clearly ſpeak of theſe 


two Natures thus united in Feſus Cbriſt; yet 
. not attended to it, which has (been the 
Cauſe of thoſe. manifold Errors into which you 
are fallen: By ſuppoſing, what is ſaid of : Zeſus 
Cbriſt, as to his Manhood only, to be ſpoken of 
bis Godhead alſo. The Truth of which, I hope 
make more ſully appear in the Courſe of theſe 
Rematxks. 21 | ONE 
And if he has called his Father the only true 
God, it is manifeſt, from the Context, that it 


(@) 2 Thef.. ii. 4. (. Page 8. (e] Page 8, 9. 
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was not with any Deſign of contradiſtinguiſn- 
ing him from himſelf, but from the falſe Gods 
only, who were, at that Time, almoſt 'univer- 
ſally worſhipped throughout the World. For, 
in the ſecond Verſe, he ſays, that his Father had 
had given him Power over all Hleſb, that is, over 
all Mankind, that he ſnould give eternal Life to 
as many as he had given him: And then adds, 
And this is Life eternal that they might know" thee 
the only true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt 
ſent. The only Means, whereby Mankind, as 
the World then was, could ever obtain eternal 
Life, was to know the only true God; and how to 
ſerve him acceptably : And likewiſe the Terms 
upon which he would make Mercy and Truth 10 
meet together, Righteouſneſs and Peace to kiſs each 
other (a): That is, how, without violating his 
immaculate Juſtice, he would pardon the Sins 
of offending Man; and accept of their ſincere; 
though imperfect Obedience, ſo as to admit 
chem to eternal Life and Glory. And this could 
be done only by knowing 7eſus Chriſt, the only 
begotten Son of God, the Word of God, which 
was made Fleſh and delt amongſt us, who in his 
own Perſon taught us the Knowlege of the only 
true God, and the only Way whereby we could 
ſerve and pleaſe him as we ought; ſo as to be 
made partakers of that eternal Life, which he 
was to give. And, laſtly, to lay down his Life, 
in a moſt painfull and ignominious Manner, not 
only in Confirmation of the Truth of his Com- 
miſſion and Doctrine; but alſo to be a real pro- 
pitiatory Sacrifice to God, whereby, conſiſtently 
with his ſteady and immaculate Juſtice, he could 


(a) Pal. Ixxxv. 10. 
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actept of our ſincere, though imperfect Obedi- 
ENnce, - | 
From what has been ſaid upon this Text, I hope 
it very . plainly appears that our Saviour could 
have had no Sort of Intention in it of contradiſ- 
tinguiſhing between the Father and himſelf, as 
ta his Divine Nature, but only as to his Human. 
And therefore whatever Inference you have drawn 
againſt the Trinity, from ſuppoſing. he did, 
ought: pot to be allowed to be of any Weight, 
And now according to your Deſire, I ſhall take 
under Conſideration what St. Paul ſays, 1 Cor, 
viii. 5, 6 (a). Though there be that are called 
Gods, whether in Heaven or in Earth (as there be 
Gods many, and Lords many) but to us there is but 
ene God the Father, of whom are all Things and we 
bim; and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all 
ibings and we by him. Dr. Clarke has tranſlated 
the original Words of the fourth Verſe sd Orcs 
reg, el u «s, which in our Tranſlation are, 
There 13 none other God but one; thus, none other, 
but one, is God (b). What he intended by ſhift- 
ing the Words in this, and many other Places ſo 
as to get the Emphaſis ſtill upon one, he ſeems 
very plainly to diſcover in his very next Note 
upon Gal. iii. 20, which he thus explains But 
«© God is one [Gr. s ane Per ſan]!” That this Ex- 
poſition is intirely arbitrary, the learned Reader 
will, I believe, readily allow; becauſe he cannot 
but be ſenſible that the original Word eig cannot 

ibly agree with either @g«ownov Or vTo5acs 10 
as to fignity Perſon. This would indeed agree 
very well with the Hypotheſis he has ſet out up- 
on, which is, that Perſon ſignifies only an intelli- 


(a) Page q, 10. () Script, Doctr. No. 8. 
| gent 
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ent Agent (a). But this I have before ſhewn to 
be a very indequate Definition of Perſon: Be- 
cauſe what we mean by God, an Angel, or a 
Man, from their acting each as intelligent Agents, 
were to be called Perſons; yet muſt God neceſ- 
farily differ from either an Angel, or a Man, in 
an infinite Degree. And therefore, whenever we 
ſpeak of God as a Perſon, we ought certainly 


to take in all the concurring Properties whereby - 


he is ſo, and which muſt neceſſarily diſtinguiſh 
him from all other Perſons whatever. And when 
any one ean do this, I believe, I may venture to 
ſay that he is at Liberty to make what Advant- 
age he can, of ſaying that God is one, or that 
one is God. Upon the foregoing Text I muſt ob- 
ſerve that nothing can be plainer, than that St. 
Paul did not call God the Father, one, as ex · 
cluding the other Perſons out of the divine Na- 
ture; but in Oppoſition to the many falſe Gods. 
For, in the preceeding Verſe, he ſays what im- 
plies, Though there be diverſe Gods of various 
Sorts worſhipped by other People, yet to us 
Chriſtians here is but one God the Father, of whom 
are all Things, and we in bim; and one Lord Feſus 
Chriſt, by whom are ALL THINGS, and we by bim. 
Be pleaſed to read this Text over again, with a 
ſtrict Attention, which, for that Purpoſe, I have 
laid fully in your View; and conſider the Force 
of thoſe Words, ALL Trincs, and you will 
find perhaps, that ſo far from making out what 
you intended by it, viz. the Non-eternity of 
the Son, that it proves nothing more clearly than 
his being Eternal. Now the Import of thoſe 
Words, ALL Taincs, let St. Paul, who may 


(a) Script. Dodr. No. 1. 
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be ſuppoſed to know his own Meaning beſt, ex- 
plain; Coloſſ. i. 16. where he ſays, By bim (mean- 
ing Jeſus Chriſt) were ALL THINGS' created that 
are in Heaven, and that are in Earth, viſible and 
#nvifible, whether they be Thrones; or Domimions; 
or Principalities, or Powers; ALL THinGs were 
created by him and for bim. Can you conceive 
any thing that exiſts, which in any wiſe received: 
its Being, that is not fairly to be comprehended 
in this Declaration? Nay St. Fohny more com- 
pendiouſly indeed, but more explicitly aſſerts, 
that without Chriſt, was not any thing made that 
was made, i, 3. The natural and infallible Con- 
cluſion from hence is, that if all Things that 
ever were created, were created by 7eſus Chriſt; 
he, unleſs we ſuppoſe him to have created 
himſelf, which would' be abſurd, can be no 
Creature; and if no Creature, he muſt be Eter- 
nal : For there can be no Medium between be- 
ing created, and being eternal; for whatever 
does exiſt muſt neceſſarily be either one or the 
other. When I ſay that Feſus Chriſt is eternal, 
I mean that he has eternally exiſted in an in- 
effable and incomprehenſible Manner in the eter- 
nal Godhead; and from hence appears to be 
the efficient or creative Cauſe thereof. The In- 
ference therefore that you have made from this 
Text, that God is one, as exiſting under one 
Perſon only, excluſive of the other Perſons from 
the Godhead, cannot be juſt, becauſe St. Paul 
has here made us ſo far acquainted with the di- 
vine Nature, as to ſhew to a Demonſtration, 
that there are two Perſons in it that muſt be co- 
eternal, and conſequently, if he has exprefſed 
himſelf as diſtinguiſhing between the Father and 
Jeſus Chriſt, it could not have been as they my 
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of a different Nature, as touching their God- 
head; but with Reſpect to the Manhood of Jeſus 
Cbriſt; and as they were diſtinct in Perſon and 

Operation. een | | 
The very ſame may be obſerved of all thoſe 
Texts which follow: Wherein the Father, Jeſus 
Chriſt, and the Holy Ghoſt are ſpoken of as 
diſtin& from each other ; becauſe, if attentively 
conſidered and carefully compared with the De- 
ſign thoſe that wrote them muſt have had in 
View, they will be found not to diſtinguiſh be- 
tween them, as being of a different Nature, with 
regard to their Godhead ; but only in Conſidera- 
tion of the ſeveral Parts they are repreſented as 
ſuſtaining in the Creation, Government, Re- 
demption, and Sanctification of Mankind. And 
would any Perſon, without any Byaſs upon his 
Mind to any Syſtem, or Party, but ſeriouſly exa- 
mine thoſe Texts in your Book, whereby you 
would prove that God is one, excluſive of the 
Son and Holy Spirit from the Godhead; and 
thoſe which you have produced to eſtabliſh your 
Opinion, that the Son and the Holy Ghoſt are 
of a different Nature from the Father, they 
would, I believe, find that they tended only to 
prove that there is one God, (the contrary to 
which the Church of England has never taught) 
in Oppoſition only to the many falſe Gods which 
were then worſhipped, without any Deſign to 
ſet forth the true Manner of his Exiſtence: And 
moreover, that the Son and Holy Spirit differ 
from the Father, not in Nature, but only in 
Operation and Perſon; and, certainly, you 
yourſelf being judge, there muſt be a very ma- 
terial Difference between proving that there is 
one God; and explaining the Manner in which 
| he 
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he exiſts: And that it cannot be allowable, 
becauſe ſome Texts make Things to differ in 
one Reſpect, to conclude, from thence, that 
thoſe very Things muſt necſſarily differ in others, 
which was never intended to be proved. 
And to make the Truth of what J have been 
ſaying, appear as clear as poſſible; I ſhall con- 
ſider thoſe ſeveral Texts which follow; with as 
much Attention and Brevity as I can. 

Where St. Peter Ads ii. 36, ſays in his Diſ- 
courſe to the Jews, that Cad had made Jeſus both 
Lord and Chriſt, he manifeſtly ſpeaks only of his 
human Nature. For it is that ſame Jeſus whom 
they had crucified, and whom Verſe 22, he calls 
Jeſus of Nazareth, a Man approved of God. 
All that St. Peter could have had in view in this 
Place was to eſtabliſh the Reſurrection of Jeſus, 
which could be only of that Man Jeſus, that is 
the human Nature of Feſus Chriſt which was 
crucified z and in which alone he could ſuffer; 
and in his Diſcourſe, As x. to the Family of 
Cornelius, he is only aſſerting the Reſurrection of 
Jeſus of Nazareth, that Man Jzsus who 4went 
about doing Good; who had been crucified by the 
Jeus, and further declares that they were com- 
manded to preach unto the People, and 10 teſtify 
that it is He which was ordained of God to be the 
Judge of Quick and Dead. And where St. Paul 
in Preaching to the Athenians As xvii, 31. tells 
them that God had appointed @ Day, in which 
be will judge the World in Righteouſneſs, by that 
Man whom be bath ordained ; whereof be bath 
given Aſſurance unto all Men, in that he bath 
raiſed him from the Dead. And Rom. x. 9. where 
he ſays, that if thou ſhalt confeſs with thy Mouth 
the Lerd Jeſus, and ſhalt believe in thy Heart 2 

0 


& 3. , 
Gad hath raiſed bim from the Dead, thou Halt be 
ſaved. And again, 1 Tim. vi. 13, where he 
gives Timothy charge, in the Sight of God, who 
quickeneth all Things; and before Chriſt Jeſus, 
who before Pontius Pilate witneſſed a good Confeſ- 
Non. In all the foreging Places nothing is more 
manifeſt than that the human Nature of 7eſus 
could only have been intended, which alone was 
capable of being condemned and crucified undet 
Pontius Pilate, and raiſed again from the Dead; 
And now what are all theſe ſeveral Texts to your 
Purpoſe ? It was neceſſary for both St. Peter and 
St. Paul to ſpeak of the Man Chriſt Zeſus, who 
was crucified, and to aſſure the People, that God 
had raiſed him up from Death; and appointed 
him Judge of Quick and Dead; and had highly 
exalted bim, and given him a Name which is above 
every Name: That at the Name of Jeſus every 
Knee ſhould bow (a). And that believing this; 
and through Faith in his Name, they were to be 
faved : But it muſt have been quite foreign to their 
Purpoſe to have ſpoken upon theſe Occaſions of 
that Nature of his, wherein he had the greateſt 
Glory with his Father before the World was (6). 

Theſe Texts therefore do not prove what you 
intended by them; and I make no doubt but 
that thoſe that follow, upon a proper and im- 

artial Examination, will be found to make as 
ittle for your Purpoſe (c). For, admitting that 
. St. 


(4) Phil. ii. 9. 10. (6b) John xvii. 5. 

(c ) If the Reader would be but pleaſed to conſider that 
it was in Ir neceſſary for our bleſſed Saviour, durin 
the Courſe of his Miniſtry upon Earth, to ſpeak openly of 
himſelf, only according to —— he appeared, that is, as to 


his human Nature: or to be ſpoken of afterwards by hig 
Apoſtles, at leaſt at 14 firſt preaching the Goſpel, _ 
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St. Paul, Epbeſ. iv. 4, 5, 6. does ſpeak elearly 
and diſtinctly of one Spirit, one Lord, one God 
and Father of all, who is above all, and through 
all, and in you all. This is what he might have 
done without being ſuppoſed to have diſtinguiſh- 
ed them, as being of a different Nature, but 
only as being diſtiuct in Perſon and Office, For 
where he ſays, one God and Father of all, who is 
above all, and through all, and in you all, I muſt 
obſerve that there is an Ambignity both in the 
Greek, and alſo in the Engliſh ; becauſe it is 
uncertain, whether the Word adio in the Origi- 
nal, in the three firlt Clauſes in this Text, or, 
all, in the Engliſh, be of the Maſculine, or 
Neuter Gender. And therefore they might be 
rendered either the Father of all Things, who is 
above all Things, and through all Things, and 
in you all; or, the Father of you all, who is 
above you all, and through you. all, and in you 
all: But by adding the Maſculine (vus you) to 
the laſt, he ſeems to have limited it to the latter 
Senſe, which is indeed more agreeable to his In- 


Man; nay, even after his Aſcenſion into Heaven, where he 
ſtil! is the Mediator between God and Man, the Man Chrif 
Fus. And, moreover, that though he is thus deſigned by 
his human Nature only, yet it does not neceſſarily follow 
that he may not be alſo of the Divine : Then would the 
Weakneſs and Inſufficiency of the Concluſion deſigned to 
be drawn from that great Number of Texts collected by Dr. 
Clarke, in his Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, and copied 
for the moſt Part by this Author, wherein our Saviour is ap- 
parently ſpoken of as to his human Nature only, plainly 
appear; which is, that therefore he cannot be of the Di- 
vine Nature, becauſe he is ſo frequently ſpoken of in Holy 
Scripture as to his Human only : for by the ſame Way of 
Reaſoning, any one may as well undertake to prove that we 
have not a rational Soul, becauſe we, likewiſe in Scripture, 
are very often called only Fleſh, or Fleſh and Blood. 


tention, 
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dention in this Place; which was to recommend 
Unanimity and Concord to the Diſciples at 
Epbeſus, by beſeeching them to walk with all 
Lowlineſs and Meekneſt, with long Suffering, for- 
bearing one another in Love, endeavouring to ke 
the Unity of the Spirit in the Bond of Peace. And 
certainly it was a very proper and prevailing 
Way to engage them to it, to put them in Mind, 
that all Chriſtians were only ſo many different 
Members of one Body, even of the Church, 
which is the Body bf Chriſt. And as; in the 
Body Natural, every Member is actuated by one 
and the ſame Soul; ſo in the Church, the Body 
of Chriſt, every particular Member was intitled 
to the high Privilege of being aſſiſted and 
1 in his Duty, by the ſame Holy Spirit: 
nd however Chriſtians may differ in outward 
Circumſtances ; yet had they all the ſame Terms 
of Salvation, being called in one and the ſame Hope 
of their Calling, they had the ſame Lord and Re- 
deemer, they had the ſame Faith, the ſame Bap- 
tiſm, the ſame God and Father of them all, who 
is above them all, through them all, and in them 
all. TI have taken the Liberty to rendet the Greek 
Word «s by tbe ſame; becauſe I look upon it 
as implying as much in this Place: For if Chri- 


ſtians, to whom St. Paul particularly addreſſes 


himſelt here, have one Holy Spitit, they muſt 
have the ſame Holy Spirit, If they have one 
Lord and Redeemer, he muſt be the ſame 
Lord and Redeemer: If there is to them one 
God and Father of them all, he muft be the 
ſame God and Father of them all. The Apoſtle 
has here plainly indeed diſtinguiſhed between the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, as to the 
Part they are repreſented as ſuſtaining in tlie 
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Redemption, Sanctification, and Government of 
the Church upon Earth. The Holy Spirit is he 


who directs and ſanctifies Men's Hearts, in the 


Ways of Truth, Virtue, and Holineſs. The Son, 
the Lord and Redeemer, is he, by whom our 
ſincere, though imperfect, Obedience i is rendered 
acceptable. God the Father is repreſented as 
having the ſupreme Direction and Care of his 
Church, as a Father of his Family over Children 
and Servants. And that St. Paul did not call 
God one, as Top of all (ſo you expreſs it) as 
excluding the Son and Holy Spirit out of the 
divine Nature, but only as ſupreme Governor 
and Director of his Church, is plain, from his 
adding the Term Father, which he makes the 
high and peculiar Privilege of Chriſtians to be 
allowed to call him, in that we have received 
the Spirit of Adoption, whereby we cry, Abba, Fa- 
ther (a). But you tell us in the laſt Part of this 
Paragraph, that God whom you have called one, 
excluſive of the Son and Holy Spirit, is in other 
Paſſages ſtiled the God and Father of our Lord 
Feſus Chriſt : Upon which, I have two or three 
Remarks to make. In the firſt Place, though: 
it be indeed true, that St. Paul and St. Peter 
have been made to ſay, according to our Tran- 
ſlation, the God and Father of our Lord Feſus 
Chriſt (o); yet I might obſerve to you, if it 
were at all neceſſary, that the Words in the 
Original which are theſe d Ode Harde &c. 
would admit of another rendering; for the 
learned Reader very well knows that the Article 
(o) is not always definite, and therefore is not al- 
ways neceſſarily to be expreſſed; and conſequent- 
(a) Rem. viii. 15, Gal, iv. 6. (6) 2 Cor, xi. 31. 
I Pet. i. 3. | , 
7 


21 1 
ly the Words without any Violation to their 
Senſe may be tranſlated, as they are, 2 Cor. i. 3. 
God, even the Father of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, 
in which Senſe they would yield no great Sup- 
port to your Hypotheſis. 

But ſecondly, let St. Paul, Epbeſ. i. 17. in ex- 
preſs Words call God, the God of our Lord 
Feſus Chriſt, yet, does not even this make for 
your Purpoſe; becauſe he may be ſuppoſed to 
have meant only the God whom Jeſus Chriſt 
taught the World the Knowlege of, the only 
true God: Whom that Men might know, he 
himſelf aſſures us, was one great End of his 
coming into the World (3): In Oppoſition to 
thoſe falſe Gods, whom many of the Ephefians 
might have worſhipped before their Converſion; 

But laſtly, taking the Words in the ſtricteſt 
Senſe you pleaſe; yet was God called the God of 
Jeſus Chriſt only as to his human Nature; in 
which he appeared and converſed in the World; 
in which he ſuffered and roſe again from the Dead; 
and in which, laſtly, he aſcended into heaven. And 
in reference to which he chiefly either ſpeaks of 
himſelf, or is ſpoken of by his Apoſtles. And in- 
deed with Reſpect to his Nature, God was confeſ- 
ſedly the God of Jeſus Chriſt, in a more peculiar 
and more emphatical Manner, than he was of 
the reſt of Mankind: And therefore it was that 
our Saviour ſpake to Mary ſo diſtinguiſhingly, 
where he ſaid to her, I aſcend unto my God, and 
| your God(b). And that the holy Pſalmiſt ſpeak- 
ing of Chriſt made ule of ſo ſtrong an Emphaſis 
as to ſay, God, even thy God (c). But theſe 
Texts I deſign to conſider preſently more fully. 


(2) John xvii. 3. (6) Jobn xx. 17. Hſal. xlr. 7. 
C2 | Let 
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Let us then, in the mean Time, return to the 
Concluſion which you have drawn from your 
forecited Texts, which I have been conſidering, 
viz. that the God and Father of all is expreſſedly 
declared to be one and the fame Perſon, as diflin- 
guiſbed from the one Lord and one Spirit, which I 
muſt obſerve to you is nothing to your Purpoſe, 
becauſe the Church of England never did con- 
found the Perſons; but ever taught them to be 
as diſtinct as you can poſſibly do. But that the 
Apoſtle in calling God, the God and Father 
of all, and the God of Feſus Chrift, muſt have 
defigned | to have excluded the Son and Holy 
Spirit from the Godhead, by this Time perhaps 
does not ſo appear, that it is impoſſible for People, 
without the Comments of learned Men, to miſunder- 
ſtand ſuch plain and diſtin Expreſſions. By theſe 
learned Men, I preſume, you mean thoſe, who 
have wrote on the Orthodox Side of the Queſtion: 

for it is not to be ſuppoſed that you would have 
entered any Caveat againſt thoſe of your own. 
It was really very unhappily done of you, firſt 
to lead People into a molt dangerous and funda- 
mental Error, and then to preclude them from 
the Uſe of thoſe Helps, by which alone they 
could ever get out of it. But poſſibly, from what 
has been ſaid, they may perceive that a bare and 
ſuperficial Inſpection is not alone ſufficient ; but 
that ſome Learning at leaſt, with a moſt ſtrict 
Impartiality and deep Attention, is abſolutely 
neceſſary for thoſe, who, upon ſuch Points of 
Doctrine as theſe, would expound the Holy Scrip- 
ture aright. 

There are two or three Places more, where 
God is likewiſe called the God of Jeſus Chriſt, 
which, to preveat further Trouble, 1 ſhall take 

Notice 


| [ 23 ] 
Notice of here. The firſt is Math. xxvii. 46, 
where Chriſt himſelf calls him ſo. My Ged, ny 
God, why bas thou forſaken me? But then this was 
only in his human Nature upon the Croſs; in a 
State of the greateſt Humiliation and Dereliction. 
And likewile John xx. 17. where he ſays to 
Mary, Go ta my Brethren, and ſay unto them, I 
aſcend unto my Father and your Father, and to my 
God and your God, But here again, he muſt be 
ſuppoſed to have ſpoken only in Reſpe& of his 
human Nature, in which he then converſed with 
her, and which had then been juſt raiſed from 
the Dead; and in which he was going immedi- 
ately to aſcend unto his Father and ro his God. 
The next and laſt Place I have to take Notice of 
is Hebr. i. g. Where St. Paul applies thoſe 
Words of the xlvth Pfalm to Chriſt, Thou haſt 
loved Righteouſneſs and hated Iniquity; there- 
fore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee. with 
the Oil of Gladneſs above thy fellows. Now 
here again the human Nature of Chriſt only 
could have been intended, in which alone he 
was capable of being anointed with the Oil of 
Gladneſs above his fellows, that is, the Sons of 
Men; and in which he did eſtabliſh an ever- 
laſting and ſpiritual Kingdom of true Righteouſ- 
neſs in the Hearts of Mankind. 

But there is another Remark I have ro make, 
before I have done with firſt Chapter to the He- 
brews. Which is, that as St. Paul, in the fore- 
going Quotation, had plainly a View to the 

anhood of Chriſt; ſo, in that which immeg- 
ately follows, from Pſalm cii. he had as maniteſtly 
a Refcrence to his Godtead (a). The Words of 
the Pſalm are theſe; I ſaid, O my God, take me 

(a) Heb. i. 10. 
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not away in the midſt of my Days; thy Years arg 
throughout all Generations. Of old haſt thou laid 
the Foundation of the Earth, and the Heaven are 
the Work of thy Hands. They ſhall periſh, but 
thou ſhall endure, yea all of them ſhall wax old like 
4 Garment ;, as a Veſture ſhalt thou change them, 
and they ſhall be changed. But thou art the ſame 
and thy Years ſhall have no End (a). Now it 
we were to aſk any Few, whom he ſuppoſed the 
Pſalmiſt to have meant in this Place by O my 
Cod; what other Anſwer do you think he could 
make, but that it was God, who created the 
Heavens and the Erth ? And yet, you ſee, St. 
Paul has here declared our Saviour Chriſt to have 
been the Perſon to whom the Pſalmiſt has here 
addreſſed himſelf, Which plainly implies that 
he muſt have looked upon him not as the inſtru- 
mental Cauſe only, but as really and truely the 
eternal efficient Cauſe of all Things. 

But to proceed to your next Objection founded 
upon 1 Cor. xii. 4, 5, 6. where it is written: 
New there are Diverſities of Gifts, but the ſame 
Spirit. And there are Differences of Adminiſta- 
tions, but the ſame Lord. And there are Diverſities 
of Operations, but the ſame God, which worketh all 
in all. From whence, you ſay, * Ir evidently ap- 
++ pears, that God does not ſignify Father, Son, 
* and Holy Ghoſt, but the Father only.“ Now 
this is very far from appearing ſo evidently as 
you have imagined, for the Word Father is not 
once mentioned upon this Occaſion to give that 
Senſe to the Word God, which you have taken 
ppon you to fix upon it. 88 


\(s) Heb, i. 24, 25, 26, 27. 
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But admitting the Word God to ſignify. here, 
as you have ſuppoſed it, the Father only; yer 
then would it more properly follow, that St. 
Paul ſpake of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as 
diſtinct in Perſon and Office, which is ſurely 
what he might haye done without giving any 
neceſſary Grounds, for imagining that he looked 
upon them as different alſo in Nature. And had 
he deſigned ſo to have diſtinguiſhed them either 
in this Place, or in any ather Part of his Writ- 
ings, it would have been inconſiſtent with that 
Doctrine he taught upon other Occaſions, by 
the Word of Mouth: As may be fairly col- 
lected from Lucian, the Dialogiſt. He, in his 
Philopatris, introduces two Perſons diſcourſin 
together, Critias, and Triephon ; the firſt of whom 
aſks the other. Crit. By whom then would 
te you have me ſwear? Triephon. By the high 
« God, great, immortal, heavenly z by che Son 

of the Father, by the Spirit proceeding from 
the Father; think theſe to be one of three 
& and three of one, deem this to be the ſove- 
s reign God.” Crit. You are teaching me 

Arithmetic : And an Oath then is a Matter 
of Arithmetic, for indeed you ſeem to talk 
„ Arithmetically like Nicomachus, the Geraſenian. 

I underſtand not what you ſay, one three, and 
three one: Do you mean the Four of Pytha- 
goras, or the Number of Eight or of Thirty?“ 
Trieph. Lay thy Finger on thy Lip ; for theſe 
are Things which require the profoundelt Con- 
„ templation. We are not here meaſuring the 
„ Skips-of Fleas, Yet I will teach thee what 
is the whole, and who was before all Things, 
** and what is the Syſtem of the Whole. I truely 
« myſelf was once as ignorant in theſe Matters as 
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t you are now: But when the bald-headed Galilean 
«with a great Noſe, who walked in the Air up 
4 to the third Heaven, met with me, &c. (a)“ 
Notwithſtanding Lucian undoubtedly deſigned 
all that he has here written as a Sneer upon the 
Chriſtian Doctrine; yet, it plainly ſnews what 
it was in his Time. Nay, not only ſo, but alſo, 
that it was literally and truely ſpeaking the 
Doctrine of St. Paul himſelf. For, from the 
common Accounts, it might eaſily be made ap- 
pear very poſſible for Lucian to have heard this 
Doctrine from St. Paul's own Mouth. 

But Bourdelote very warmly contends that this 
Dialogue cannot be Lucian's, and, amongſt the 
Reaſons for his ſo doing, this ſeems not to be 
the leaſt conſiderable ; becauſe the Perſon who 


wrote this Dialogue, ſeems plainly to have been 


inſtructed in the Doctrine of the Chrſtian Reli- 
gion; but Lucian, in an Epiſtle to Chronus, 
concerning the Death of one Proteus, whom he 
calls the Stranger, gives ſuch an erroneous Ac- 
count of the Chriſtians and their Religion, as*he 
could not poſſibly have had from the Converſa- 
tion of any that were really Chriſtians, but from the 
malicious Reports of its moſt bitter Ene mies. Now 
not to enter into any Critical Diſpute, whether 
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the Grounds for rejecting the Epiſtle to Chronus 
as ſpurious, may not be as good as thoſe he 
has given for ſuppoſing the Dialogue to be ſo; 
it is ſufficient to ſupport the Argument I have 
drawn from it, to oblerve that, by whomſoever 
written, it carries very ſtrong internal Evidence 
in it, that the Author muſt have been perſonally 
acquainted with St. Paul, and inſtrutted by him 
in the Chriſtian Doctrine. For, in the firſt 
Place, he in expreſs Terms aſſures us of it; as 
where he ſays, But when the bald-headed Ga- 
„ Jilean, with a great Noſe, met with me, &c.“ 
And in the next Place he gives ſuch a graphical 
Deſcription of St. Paul's Perſon, as none, but one 
who had really ſeen it, would ever have thought 
of doing, upon ſuch an Occaſion. And is 
moreover very agreeable to that contemptible 
Opinion, he himſelf gives us to underſtand, 
was entertained of him by others upon Account 
thereof. His Letters (ſay they) are weighty and 
powerfull, but his bodily Preſenre is weak, and his 
Speech contemptible, 2 Cor. x. 10. And the 
mentioning his going up into the third Heaven 
moſt undeniably ſhews that it was Sr. Paul he 
meant. But there is a further corroboratin 
Circumſtance to prove that the Perſon who 
wrote this Dialogue might have lived in St. 
Paul's Time: Becauſe he has introduced Trie- 
pbon, moſt profoundly muſing upon what he 
had juſt come from hearing, in ſome Chriſtian 
Aſſemby: Which were Predictions of ſome dire- 
full Deſtruction, which was ſoon to be brought 
upon the whole World. And that ſuch Things 
were pretended to be foretold, even while St. 
Paul was alive, is manifeſt from 2 T. ii. 1, 2. 
where it is written, Now we beſeech you, Brethren, 
| | that 
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that ye be not ſoon ſhaken in Mind, or be 
troubled, neither by Spirit, nor by Word, nor by 


Letter, as from us, as that the Day of Chriſt is 


at Hand. | 
All theſe Conſiderations taken together, they 
will, I hope, be allowed to amount to a very 
fair Proot, that the Author of this Dialogue, 
whoſoever he was, muſt have been a Hearer of 
St. Paul. And therefore, how much ſoever he 
might have been upon the Banter in other Re- 
— it was very poſſible for him to have 
ſpoken the Truth, in ſaying that he learned what 
he has therein ſaid of the Union of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, from St. Paul in Perſon. 
But then, if St. Paul did really preach this 
Doctrine, we ought not immediately to imagine, 
inſpired as he was, that he would ever have 
gone about to have ſubverted it, in his Writings. 
And conſequently in thoſe ſeveral Texts, quoted 
in your twelfth and thirteenth Pages, from ſome 
of the ſame Apoſtles Epiſtles, we are not to 
1 that he has ſo diſtinguiſhed between the 
*ather and the Son as to have done it. Neither 
are there indeed any juſtifiable Grounds for ſup- 
poſing it. Becauſe Rom. x. g. he is manifeſtly 
ſpeaking only of the human Nature of Zeſus 
Chriſt. And, I believe, upon impartial Exami- 
nation he would be found to have deſigned the 
ſame in the other, even that Nature, in which 
he ſuffered and was raiſed from the Dead; in 
which he afterwards aſcended viſibly into 
Heaven; and in which we are aſſured that he 
ſtill ſuteth at the Right Hand of God, there to 
make Interceſſion for us. And as to have ſpoken 
of Jeſus Chriſt, in this Manner only, in theſe 
ſeveral Texts, was ſufficient for his Purpoſe; it 
is 
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is what he might be preſumed to have dbne, 
without giving any reaſonable Pretence, for 
ſuppoſing that he deſigned to have diſtinguiſhed 
between the Father and the Son, as being in 
every Reſpect of a different Nature. | 

As to Jobn vi. 45, 46. where it is: I i 
written, in the Prophets, And they ſball de all 
taught of God. Every Man" therefore that halb 
heard and hath learned of the Father, cometh" to: 
me; not that any Man hath ſeen the Father, ſave 
he which is of God, be bath ſeen the Father, I 
muſt here likewiſe obſerve that our bleſſed Sa- 
viour mult neceſſarily be ſuppoſed to have ſpoken 
of himſelf in this Place, as well as in the other 
Texts you have collected together in your twelfth 
Page, in Reſpect of the Nature in which he 
then appeared in the World, and converſed wit 
them that heard him, that is, his Human. And 
there are many and wiſe Reaſons, no doubt, Why 
he ſhould have ſpoken of himſelf plainly in no 
other. Among the reſt theſe two following 
ſeem not the leaſt conſiderable. | 

It was thought neceſſary, and conſequently 
appointed, in the divine Wiſdom, that the Son 
of God ſhould take our Nature upon him, and 
continue in it, till he had laid the Foundation 
for the Eſtabliſhment of that new Covenant, 
which God had promiſed to make with all Man- 
kind in general. Now if we conſider the Tem- 
per of the Jeus at that Time; and how ready 
they were to be exaſperated, whenever he gave 


the leaſt Intimation of his divine Nature, had 
he declared himſelf more openly concerning it, 
in all probability, they would never have ſuf- 


fered him to have continued his Miniſtry fo long 
as to have done this: Unleſs he had preſerved 
| himſelf 
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himſelf by a Series of Miracles. But the di⸗ 
vine Providence never makes Uſe of ſuch Me: 
thods, when its Ends can be accompliſhed by 
natural and ordinary Means. 

In the next Place it was determined, in the 
divine Wiſdom,” that Jeſus Chriſt ſhould not 
only ſuffer, but alſo that accurſed Death of Cru- 
cifixion, which he actually did. Now had he 
given any evident Manifeſtations of his Divini- 
ty, in all likelihood the Superſtition of the Ro- 
man Governor, even Pontius Pilate himſelf, how< 
ever bad in other Reſpects, would never have 
permitted him to have condemned him to it. For 
we read (a) that, upon his being only told that 
Feſus made himſelf the Son of God, he was the 
more affraid; and would not proceed to con- 
demn him, till, upon a further Examination, he; 
in the mean Appearance of Fe/#s, could find no 
juſtifiable Pretenſions to ſo high a Claim. But 
if he had not condemned him, how then could 
the Scriptutes have been fulfilled, that thus it 
muſt be? But notwithſtanding our Saviour did 
not ſpeak openly of his Divinity, yet are there 
ſome Places, where he may be preſumed to have 
given no very obſcure Intimations of it. As 
Fobn viii. 58. where he ſays to the Jews, before 
Abraham was, I am. It is not reaſonable to 
imagine that his barely declaring himſelf to 
have been before Abrabam, could have thrown 
them into ſuch a Tumult, as to make them take 
up Stones to caſt. at him, thereby treating him 
as a Blaſphemer ; | becauſe they had ar firſt heard 
him ſay Ithis patiently, though indeed with ſome 
Surprize, Thou art not yet fifly Years old, and 


(a) John xix. 8. | 
= haſt 
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haſt thou ſeen Abraham? But it is not unlikely 
that he uſed the very Word Ebhyjeb, or one equiva- 
lent to it in the Language they then uſed, where- 
by God ordered Moſes to make him known to 
the Children of Jrael, which may be tranſlated, 
Jam, or Iwill be, ſo as to ſignify both abſolute 
Exiſtence, and uncontroulable Power. 

To the foregoing Texts, you have added ſome 
others, which, as you imagine, deſeribe the 
Father with very high and peculiar Titles, and 
diſtinguiſh bim, in a ſtill more remarkable Man- 
ner, from Chriſt, and the Holy Spirit. The 
more notable of which, you tell us, are Matib. 
xi. 25. where our Saviour calls him Lord of 
Heaven and Earth, and Mark v. 7. where the 
Evil Spirit calls Jeſus the Son of the moſt high 
God. And Luke i. 33, 35. where the Angel tells 
Mary that the Son which ſhe ſhould: bring forth 
ſhould be called the Son of God. And that 
the Power of the Higheſt ſhould over-ſhadow 
her. And Verſe 76, where Zacharias lays of 
his Son, that he ſhould be called ihe Prophet of 
the Higheſt (a). But how from our Saviour's 
calling his Father, in this Place, Lord of Heaven 
and Earth, does he appear to be more remark- 
ably diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt and the Holy 
Spirit, than in his being called God the Father 
of our Lord Feſus Chriſt ? For if Jeſus Chriſt be 
the Son of the only true God, he mult be the 
Son of the Lord of Heaven and Earth. But 
had you attentiyely confidered it, you might have 
obſerved that our Saviour ſpoke theſe Words to 
his Father as a Man, and that in the preſence 


of other Men, who probably could have had no 


(a) Page 13. 
Sort 


GT 
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Sort of Reaſon, for looking upon him as any 


other than a mere Man. And not in Reſpect to 


that Nature, in Regard to which, ſpeaking of 
himſelf, he ſays, No Man knoweth the Son, but 
be Fatber; and by which, though perſonally 
preſent: upon Earth, he was in Heaven. And 
if the Evil Spirit did call Jeſus Chrift the Son of 


the moſt high God; and if the Angel in his 


Salutation to Mary, and Zacharias, in his Hymn, 
did call God, the moſt High, or Higheſt, they 
only ſpeak of him in a comparative Degree; not 
comparing him ſo as to diſtinguiſh him in a 
more remarkable Manner from the Son and Holy 
Spirit, there being not the leaſt Ground for 
any ſuch Suppoſition; ſince the Doctrine of the 
Trinity was not at that Time ſo clearly revealed ; 
but only as diſtinguiſhing him, in the moſt 
eminent and exalted Senſe, from the falſe Gods 
of the Heathen (a), which were then more gene- 
rally acknowleged and worſhipped in the World, 
than He the true one was. 

The ſame may be obſerved upon thoſe other 
Texts you have produced, where God is ſtiled 
the inviſible, living, and true God; becauſe theſe 
Titles were given him not in Order, as you 
imagine; to diſtinguiſh bim, in any eminent De- 
gree, from the Son and Holy Spirit; but only 
in Oppoſition to Idols, things both viſible and 
without Life, which were yet moſt erroneouſly 
worſhipped as Gods, For St. Paul puts the 
Theſſalonians in Mind, how bey turned from Idols 


(a) The Title of Higheſt or moſt High is frequendly 
aſcribed to God in the Old Teſtament ; yet never with De- 


. fign to give us any juſt Notion of the Manner in which He 


exiſteth : But only in the Senſe the Pſalmiſt ſays to him, 
Thow art exalied far above all Gods, 


to 
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to ſerve the living and true God. And now, ſee- 
ing that it appears clearly from what has been 

| ſaid upon the foregoing Texts, that the Titles 

of moſt high, or higheſt were not applied to 
God the Father, in an abſolute Senſe, but in a 
comparative Degree only; I appeal to the im- 
partial Reaſon of all Mankind, nay even to 
your own, whether they might not have been 
thus applied, without, in the leaft, impeaching 
the Doctrine of the Trinity. 

In the next Place, you tell us that, for our 
further Satisfaction in this great Point, you will 
conſider it in another Light, by ſeletting ſome few 
Paſſages as a Specimen of the ret; from whence it 
will plainly appear, how impoſſible it is to recon- 
cile the Doctrine of the three Perſons and one God, 
with the plain Declarations of Chriſt and bis A.- 
poſtles. If the Word God, as it is generally ap- 
plied in the New Teſtament, does not fignify the 
Perſon of tbe Father, but likewiſe the Son and 
Holy Spirit, it makes a Senſe ſo banſb and diſ- 
agreeable, as really. ſhocks one to repeat (a). | 

Your Specimen” conſiſts of theſe Texts, Jobn 
ili. 16, 17. God ſo loved the World that be ſent 
bis only begotten Son, Sc. God ſent not his Son 
into the World to condemn the World, Acts x. 
38. God anointed Jeſus of Nazareth with the 
Holy Ghoſt. Titus iii. 6. God ſhed on us the Holy 
Ghoſt abundantly, through Feſus Chriſt our Saviour ; 
upon which you conclude, that Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit gave his Son; ſent his Son: Anointed 
Feſus Chriſt of Nazareth with the Holy Ghoſt : 
Shed on us the Holy Ghoſt abundantly through 
Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour. 


(a) Rage 14. 
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Now all this Confuſion wherein you are in- 
tangled, and Abſurdity whereunto you think you 
have reduced thoſe you oppoſe, muſt proceed 
from that ſtrict and limited Senſe you ſeem to 
have fixt to the Word God, viz. that the God- 
head muſt neceſſarily ſubſiſt under one Perſon 
only, But did you conſider how much you 
begged the Queſtion, by fixing ſuch a peculiar 
and limited Idea to the Word God, and how 
unfairly you dealt by arguing from it as a 
Principle equally allowed by both Sides? When 
in Fact the chief Point in Diſpute between us 
is, whether the Godhead muſt neceſſarily ſubſiſt 
under one Perſon only; or, whether the Holy 
Scriptures do not furniſh us with ſufficienc 
Grounds for believing that it really does ſo un- 


.der Three. Ard to convince you, .if poſſible, 


of your Error upon this Occaſion, I will con- 


ſider, ſo far as I ſhall be able to diſcover it, 


the common Import of thoſe Names whereby 


the ſupreme Being is diſtinguiſhed, in the Greek, 


the Engliſh, and the Hebrew Language; from 
whence I hope it will appear: that thoſe Words 
were never uſed, in that ſtrict and determinate 
Senſe, you have fixt upon them. Though it is 
indeed very difficult, at prefent, to aſcertain the 
full and true import of the ſeveral Titles, where- 
by the great Creator of Heaven and Earth is 
deſigned, in any Language; yet this, I believe, 
we may venture to be ſure of, that they never 
could have been intended to give us a clear and 


full Comprehenſion of the divine Nature, or 


the juſt Manner in which it exiſted ; this be- 
ing, in all probability, what even the moſt glo- 


rious and extenſive finite Reaſon can never poſ- 
| | ſibly 
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ſibly comprehend unto Perfection. And there- 
fore when Moſes aſked God what was his Name, 
he anſwered by, a Word, which did not convey 
the -leaſt Notion of the juſt Manner in which 
he exiſted, but what may be conceived to im- 
ply only his abſolute Exiſtence, and irreſiſtible 
Power: I am, or I will be. And indeed if we 
inquire into the Meaning of the Greek Word 
Gzo5, God, whether it was ever uſed in ſo con- 
hned a Senſe as you ſeem to have fixt upon it; 
if we examine the Heathen Theology, from 
whence. it was undoubtedly borrowed, we ſhall 
find that, though ſometimes it ſignified only a 


Perſon of a divine Nature, yet in general it 


implied whatever was an Object of divine Wor- 
ſhip. And in this very Senſe St. Paul himſelf 
has uſed it, Phil, iii. 19. where ſpeaking of 
the Senſual, he ſays, H/hoſe God is their Belly. For 
the Heathens indiſcriminately applied it to all 
their Gods, though conſiſting of Things quite 
inanimate, even of Stocks and Stones; to which 
they paid any Kind'of divine Adoration. And 


in all probability our Saxon Anceſtors, in full 
as large a Senſe, gave the Name, God, to each 


of the Gods they worſhipped, before their Con- 
verſion ; ſo that that Word likewiſe can be pre- 
ſumed to ſignify only whatever is the Object of 
divine Worſhip. The ſame may be obſerved 
of the Hebrew Words El and Elobim, which 
are often in Scripture given to the only true God, 
but likewiſe ſignified many times Idol Gods, of 
what ever Matter compoſed, to which divine 
Worſhip was paid. Thus Laban called the 
Teraphim, or little Idols, his Daughter Rachael 
had ſtolen, Elobi, my Gods. And Jaiab in 
that ſublime Deſcription he gives of the Folly 
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of an Idol Maker, ſays, that out of the ſame 
Tree, Part whereof he had burned for his ne- 
ceſſary Uſcs, he maketh a God; in the Original 
it is, El: And, to convince us that he meant 
only an Object of divine Worſhip, he adds, And 
worſhippeth it: He maketh à graven Image, the 
ſame he meant before, by El, and falleth down 
thereto (a). From all that has been faid, I 
think it plainly appears that the Words Ode, 
El, Elohim, God, do only ſignify whatever is the 
Object of our divine Adoration, without giving 
the leaſt Intitnation of the true Manner in which 
it does exiſt ; whether it muſt neceſſarily be un- 
der one Perſon only, or three. And therefore 
without ſhocking the Delicacy of you, or any 
one elſe, the Word God might be very properly 
applied to the three Perſons, of the Trinity; 
if the Scriptures give, as I think they do, any 
juſtifiable Grounds for believing them to be 
equally Eternal. And we may, I hope, with- 
out any Inconſiſtency, fay there are three Per- 
ſons and one God, though it muſt, from the 
Nature of Things, be utterly impoſſible for: us, 
nay perhaps even for the moſt excellent created 
Being, ever to comprehend how theſe three Per- 
fons are ſo intimately connected, under one 
uniform divine Nature, ſo as to make but 
one only true eternal Object of all our divine 
Worſhip. de 

Nay moreover, neither yet is the Name Je- 
hovah, ſo ſacre& amongſt the Jews that they 
would not dare even to pronounce it, fo pecu- 
harly aſcribed to God the Father, as to exclude 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt, That it was alſo given 


(a). Cb. xliv. 17. 
to 
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to the Son, is fairly deducible from the cii 
Pſalm, compard with Hebrews i. 10. The Pſalm 
begins thus, Hear my Prayer, O Lord, in the Ori- 
ginal it is, Jehovah, There are ſeven Places 


more, where the holy Pſalmiſt addreſſes himſelf 
either immediately to, or ſpeaks of Jehovah : 
As the Engliſh Reader may be ſatisfied, by turn- 
ing to the Pſalm; for wherever the Word, Lord, 
is in the Engliſh, there it is conſtantly, through-- 
out that Pſalm, Jehovah in the Hebrew. And 
notwithſtanding the Pſalmiſt, ver. 24, makes 
Uſe of Eli, my God, inſtead of Jehovah ; yet 
undoubtedly he meant the ſame he had done all 
along before, by Jehovah. And ſo the Septua- 
gint Tranſlator underſtood him, who hath tran- 
ſlated it, Ke. -, the Word, by which, through- 
out that Pſalm likewiſe, he has invariably ren- 
dered the Word Jehovah. And therefore the 
Greek which 1s thus, xa] Ga; Thy vv ov, Kugie, 
gu (a), &c. might be rendered, thou 
Lord, or thou Jehovah, haſt laid the Founda- 
tion of the Earth. Now St. Paul, Heb. i. 10. 
has applied theſe Words of the Greek, Word 
for Word, to the Son, and conſequently it might 
there likewiſe be tranſlated, thou, Lord, or thou 
Jehovah, haſt laid the Foundation of the Earth. 
The Apoſtle by thus quoting it, ſo far as he has 
quoted it, has authenticated this Greek Tranſla- 
tion, from whence it follows, that the Name 
Jehovah is authentically applicable alſo to the 
Son. 

And although it may not perhaps be ſo clear- 
ly apparent, that the Name Jehovah was alſo 
ſo expreſsly given to the Holy Ghoſt ; yet are 


(a) Sept. P/alm ci. 25. 
D 3 there 
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there ſome Places, if duly conſidered, from 
whence it may be fairly inferred, that under it 
| the Holy Ghoſt muſt likewiſe have been intended. 
| There is one which occurs to me, and which I 
; ſhall take Notice of. And that is Alis vii. 51. 
| where St. Stephen ſays to the Jews, Ye if. 
| necked and uncircumciſed in Heart and Ears, ye do 
| 


always reſiſt the Holy Ghoſt : As your Fathers did, 

fo do ye. From whence it clearly appears that 

St. Stephen deſigned to let the Fews know that as 

28 they did then, ſo had their Fore-fathers reſiſted 
4 the Holy Ghoſt : And by his calling them ſtiff- 
necked and uncircumciſed in Heart, the very 
Character which Moſes gave their Fore-fathers, 
| for their frequent Perverſions and Rebellions in 
the Wilderneſs, he ſeems undeniably to haye had 
the Behaviour of the 7ſrealites, under the Ad-, 
miniſtration of Moſes, particularly in View. 
But if we look into the Account we have of the 
Tranſactions of thoſe Times, in the Books of 
Meſes, we ſhall find, ſo far from its being even 
intimated that God ſpoke to Moſes by the Inter- 
mediation of the Holy Goſt, as he is ſuppoſed 
to have done by moſt of the other Prophets; 
that it is, on the contrary, expreſsly declared 
that the Lord, Jehovah, talked with Moſes Face 
to.Face as a Man talketh to his Friend, And 
yet St. Stephen has called the reſiſting the Je- 
hovah, reſiſting the Holy Ghoſt, From whence, 
1 think, we may very ſafely infer that he muſt 
have looked upon thoſe who reſiſted Jehovah, 
to have refiſted the Holy Ghoſt ; and conſe- 
quently, that the Holy Ghoſt is likewiſe in- 
cluded in the Name . as well as the Fa- 
ther a and the Son, | 
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From what has been ſaid, it may, by this 
Time, poſſibly appear to every _ Reader, 


that the Grounds upon which you bave proceeded 
are not ſo ſure and certain as you imagine: or, 
that it is the clear and diſtin? Voice of Reaſon and 
Scripture that God is one (a), in your Senſe, as 
ſubſiſting under one Perſon only, excluſive of 
the Son and Holy Spirit. But on the contrary, 
that there is, there can be, but one God, one 
only true and eternal Object of all our divine 
Worſhip, is more undeniably the clear and di- 
ſtinct Voice of Reaſon, for ſo far and no further 
can our Reaſon go, being utterly incapable either 
clearly to diſcover, or perfectly to comprehend 
the juſt Manner in which God, the only Object 
of all our divine Worſhip, does exift. And 
therefore, your Aſſertion, that it is the clear and 
diſtindt Voice of Reaſon, that God is one in 
your Senſe, as ſubſiſting under one Perſon only, 
I deny to be either juſt or true. All that we 
can know, with any certainty, of the divine 
Nature, muſt be from divine Revelation only, 
as contained in the Holy Scriptures. And upon 
the Authorities you have brought from thence, 
in ſupport of your Opinion that God is one, as 
ſubſiſting under one Perſon only, in your Senſe 
of the Word, I have obſerved that where the 
Scriptures call God one, it is not in an ab- 
ſolute Senſe, as intending to give us any juſt 
Notion of the Manner, in which he exiſts, but 
only in a comparative one, diſtinguiſning him 
as the only true Object of all divine Worſhip, 
from thoſe many falſe Gods, which were almoſt 
univerſally worſhipped, in all Nations of the 


(a) Page 15, 
D 4 World, 
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World, when thoſe Scriptures were wrote. And 
in Regard to thoſe Texts which you have alledged 
with Intent to ſhew that the Scripture does fome- 
times ſpeak in Derogation of the Divinity of 
the Son, and ſo to diſtinguiſh him from the 
Father, as to exclude him, from the divine Na- 
ture; I hope, I have proved it to have ſpoke 
there, only in Reference either to his human 
Nature, or in Reſpect to thoſe ſeveral Parts, which 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are repreſented 
as ſuſtaining, in the Redemption, and Sanctifi- 
cation of Mankind. And if this be the Truth 
of the Caſe. (and whether I have not given ſuf- 
ficient Grounds for believing it to be fo, I ſhall 
leave it to the unprejudiced Reader to judge) 
then is it neither the clear and diſtinct Voice of 
Scripture, that God is one, according to your 
Notion. But if in what I have already faid, 
there appears from the Holy Scripture, any 
thing that amounts to a Proof of the Divinity of 
the Son, and. of the Holy Ghoſt, ſo far as I 
have , hitherto, had Occaſion to ſpeak of them, 
Then, three Perſons, Father, Son, and Hely Ghoſt, 
and oue Goa, as determined in the Athanaſtan Creed, 
will appear to be revealed in Scripture, and to have 
much better Foundation than the Authority of Man(a). 
I ſhall now proceed to confider thoſe Texts, 
whereby you deſign to give us a View of what 
is expreſsly delivered in the New Teſtament con- 
cerning our bleſſed Saviour and the Holy Spirit. 
But before I do it, I cannot help making one 
Remark, which is this. That if the Holy Scrip- 
tures are ſo very clear and expreſs againſt the 
Doctrine of che Trinity, as you have endeavoured 


44. Page 15. 
to 
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to make them appear to be ; then would it have 
been morally impoſſible for ſuch a Doctrine to 
have been at all received at firſt; and afterwards 
to have ſupported itſelf, as it did, without In- 
terruption, for the firft three Centuries, till Arius 
ſtarted up to oppoſe it; without its bringing 
with it undeniable Teftimony of its having been 
originally raught by the holy and inſpired Apoſtles 
themſelves. 78 

But to return to thoſe Texts whereby. you de- 
ſign to give us a View of what is expreſsly ſaid, 
in the New Teſtament, concerning our bleſſed 
Saviour, and the Holy Spirit. And in conſider- 
ing them, I freely confeſs, that, in Order to 
ſhorten the Controverſy, and to reduce it into as 
narrow a Compaſs as poſſibly I can, I ſhall not 
take much Notice of the Concluſions you have 
drawn from your Expofition of them : Becauſe 
if I can prove the Principle, you have gone 
upon, to be falſe, all that you have inferred from 
them, muſt of Courſe fall to the Ground. 

Your firſt Text is Matth. vii. 21. Not every 
one that faith unto me, Lord, Lord, ſhall enter 
into the Kingdom of Heaven, But he that doth the 
Will of my Father which is in Heaven, This our 
Saviour manifeſtly ſpeaks of himſelf as to his 
human Nature; in which he then appeared, and 
converſed with Men in the World. And you 
ſay very true, that he ſpeaks of himſelf, in the 
ſame Manner, in a great Number of Places, 
For indeed he very rarely ſpeaks of himſelf open- 
ly, in Reſpect of any other. | 

The ſame may be obſerved upon Matth. x. 
40. He that receiveth me, receiveth bim that ſent 
me. And upon thoſe ſeveral Texts the xvii 
of St. John, and twenty more Places, where, 


you 
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you tell us, that he ſpeaks of himſelf as ſent 
by God. This, again may be very true; but 
then it could have been only as to his human 
Nature: And if fo, I need, I believe, only ap- 
peal to your own common Senſe, whether you 
can really be convinced, that our Saviour could 
not profeſs himſelf ſent of God, as to his hy- 
man Nature, without intending to make you 
think him not equal to God, by whom he was 
ſent, with Reſpect to his divine and without 
making it 1tle leſs than Blaſphemy to affirm that 
Be could not af, in his human Capacity, as Am- 
baſſador to the Will of another. 

Again Jon v. 30. I can of mine ownſelf do 
nothing. Upon which you obſerve, Here our 
Saviour declares, as ſtrongiy as Words can declare 
any thing, that he is a Perſon inferiour to Almighty 
Ged. Our Saviour muſt here likewiſe be under- 
ſtood to have ſpoke of himſelf according to 
what he appeared to the Jews to have been. 
And what they thought of him may be collected 
from John x. 25. where they ſay to him, For 
4 good Work we ſtone thee not; but for Blaſphemy, 
and becauſe that thou being a Man, makeſt thy- 

ſelf God, If therefore our Saviour ſpake theſe 
- Words of himſelf, in Reſpect of his human Na- 
ture, all that you have deſcanted upon them in 

your 17th Page is to no Purpoſe. Th he ſame may 
be ſaid of all the Texts that follow, not only 
from the firſt cited Chapter Jobn v. but from all 
other Parts of the New Teſtament, which con- 
cern our bleſſed Saviour. As ver. 19. The Son 
can do nothing of himſelf. And 22. The Father 
bath committed all Judgment unto the Son. That 
our Saviour ſpake here of himſelf as Man, is 


plain 
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plain from the gracious Reaſon he aſſigns, ver. 
27. why the Execution of Judgment was given 
to him, viz. becauſe be is the Son of Man. That, 
weak and impotent as we are, we ſhould not 
have it to ſay, we were judged by one, who could 
have no Senſe or Feeling of our Infirmities ; and 
both St. Peter and St. Paul expreſsly call the 
Perſon who is appointed to be judge of Quick 
and Dead, the Man Chriſt Feſus (a). 

Again Verſe 23, That all Men ſhould honaur 
the Son even as they honour the Father. As our 
Saviour has ſo evidently ſpoken of himſelf, in 
Relation to his human Nature, in ſo many 
Places of this Chapter; it is but reaſonable to 
ſuppoſe that he has done ſo in all the reſt; ſince 
he has not given the leaſt Intimation to the con- 
trary. And more eſpecially muſt he be ſuppoſed 
to have done it, ver. 26. That as the Father bath 
Life in himſelf, ſo hath he given to the Son to 
have Life in himſelf, compared with Jobn x. 18. 
No Man taketh it from me (meaning his Life) but 
T lay it down of myſelf, I have Power to lay it 
down, and I have Power to take it again: This 
Commandment have I received of my Father, For 
without Diſpute, with Reſpect only to his hu- 
man Nature could he be capable of laying down 
his Life, or taking it again, And therefore 
though theſe Declarations may undeniably de- 
monſtrate the Inferiority of our Saviour to God; 
yet, if they are meant of his human Nature 
only, they are what may be very conſiſtently 
ſaid of him, without denying his Divinity. 
But againſt any ſuch Diſtinction you have en- 
tered a Caveat ; for after having appealed to the 


(a) See Ads xvii. 31. 
| com- 
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common Senſe of your Readers, whether, you 


have not proved, as clear as Noon Day, that 


our Saviour was inferior to the Father, (which 


I hope I have made appear to be only as touch- 


ing his Manhood) you add, „ for myſelf, I 


„ ſolemnly profeſs, that I muſt deſpair of Un- 
« derſtanding the plaineſt Words, and that I 
% muſt give up the Scriptures as the Rule of 
my Faith, if by the Help of nice and ſubtile 
„ Piſtinctions, of which the ſacred Writings fay 
« not one Word, I muſt believe that a Perſon, 
„ who acts in obedience to another's Commands, 
scan, in any Capacity whatever, be equal to 


„ him by whom he is commanded.” By thoſe, 


nice and ſubtile Diſtinctions you ſpeak of, I know 
not what elſe you could mean, but the ſaying 
that ſome T hings were ſometimes ſpoken of our 
Saviour as to his human Nature, and ſometimes, 
as to his Divine. But, this, it ſeems is with you 
only a nice and ſubtile Diſtinctian, of which the 


facred Writings ſpeak not ſo much as one Word. 


Vet, bowever, ſuperficially you have thought 
proper to treat this Matter; you could nor, I 
believe, be ignorant, that the Queſtion whether 
the Holy Scriptures do ſpeak of the divine and 
human Nature in Chrift or not, is that, upon 
which the Controverſy between us does, in great 
Meaſure, turn: And therefore did really delerve 
to have ſomething more ſaid of it, than a pe- 
remptory Aſſertion that the ſacred Writings ſay 


not one Word concerning it. 


But your Aſſertion that the Sacred Writers 
ſay not one Word of the divine and human Na- 
ture of Jeſus Chriſt, muſt, as I apprehend, be 
founded upon their not having, in expreſs Words, 
ſaid it, Now what is this but mere ns” ? 

| or 
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For if they have, upon many Occaſions, ſpoke 
ſuch Things of Jeſus Chrift, as would be abſo- 


lutely irreconcileable with one and the fame 


Perſon, unlefs he were as well of the Divine, as 
of the human Nature, what Reaſon can there be 
for conceiving that they ſhould imagine their 
Readers would be ſo very dull, as not to be able 
to make ſuch an Inference without having it 
told them in expreſs Words? 


That the inſpired Penmen of the Holy Scrip- 


tures do ſpeak of our bleſſed Saviour, as of the 


divine Nature, as well as of the Human, I have, 


I hope, occaſionally proved; and may do it 
more fully, in my following Remarks. But in 
the mean Time let us conſider the Texts you 
have alledged as diſproving our Saviour's Divi- 


nity. The firſt of which is Mark xin. 32. But 


of that Day and Hour knoweth no Man; uo not 
the Angels which” are in Heaven, neither the Son, 
but the Father , or as it is expreſſed, as you ob- 
ſerve, in St. Matthew's Goſpel (a): The Father 
only (Y). Our Saviour, in the Places cited from 
both St. Mark and St. Matthew, is matnfeltly 
foretelling to his Diſciples" the Certainty of the 
Deſtruction of both the Temple and City of 
Teruſalem ; and alſo of the End of the World. 
And He, in all Reaſon, muſt be ſuppoſed to 
have ſpoken of himſelf only according to what he 
appeared to them to be, that is, as the Son of Man: 
And this was as much as was really neceſſary; 
becauſe there could, if we conſider it, be no 
Sort of Occafion for his diſcovering to them, 
at that Time, all the Truths relating to himſelf; 
and in all Probability might have been very im- 


(a) Ch, xxiv. 36 (6) Page 18. 
Proper; 
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proper; this being perhaps one of the many 
Things be had to ſay io ibem; but which. they could 
not bear then; but was afterwards, at a fit Op- 
portunity, to be revealed unto. them, by the Holy 
Spirit (a). The lame may be ſaid of Jobn xiv. 
28. My Father is greater than I; for our Saviour 
ſpake there alſo of himſelf as Man, and that 
too, in ſuch a Manner, as was moſt likely to 
have had the Effect he deſigned upon his Diſ- 
ciples, with whom he was there diſcourſing. He 
was endeavouring to comfort them under that 
Sorrow, which his acquainting them that he was 
ſoon to leave them, had occaſioned. And in 
order to it he ſays to them, iF ye loved me, ye 
would rejoice, becaufe I ſaid I go unto my Father : 
For my. Father is greater than J. 

If to have the beloved Son of even any po- 
tent temporal Prince, a Friend, ought to afford 
any Satisfaction, how much greater Joy and 


Comfort ought it to have given our Saviour's 


Diſciples to have been aſſured that their Maſter, 


whom God, the great King of Heaven and Earth, 


had openly declared to be his beloved Son (Ö), 
was gone unto his Father, the Author and giver 
of all good Things; and there te be ever ready 
to do them all good Offices with him? It was 
ſufficient for our Saviour's preſent Purpoſe, to 
have ſaid ſo much and no more: Without its 


being at all requiſite for him to make a full Diſ- 


covery of himſelf. He might therefore very 
juſtly have ſaid of himſelf, with Reſpe& of his 
human Nature, in which he ſpake of himſelf as 
going to his Father, My Father is greater than I; 
without being ſuppoſed-to have had any Deſign 


(@) Fobn xvi. 12. (6) Matth. ix. 7. 
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of ſpeaking of his Divine. And notwithſtand- 
ing the human Nature was, in an ineffable 
Manner, united to the Divine, in Jeſus Chriſt ; 


yet we are not to ſuppoſe that, though thus unit- 


ed, it muſt neceſſarily know all the Secrets of 
the Divine; and conſequently our Saviour, with- 
out any Sort of Diſſimulation, with Reſpect to his 
human Nature, in Reference to which only he 
ſpake openly of himſelf, during the Courſe of 
his Miniſtry upon Earth, might have prayed: to 
his Father, and that with as much Earneſtneſs 
and Importunity as any other Mortal Man; and 
might, with the ſtricteſt Truth, have ſaid that 
he knew neither the Day nor the Hour of the 
final Diſſolution of the World. 

There are ſeveral other Texts you have. pro- 


duced, in your 22 Page, to prove that our Sa- 


viour cannot be of the divine Nature, where he 
declares himſelf to act, and to be under the 
Power and Authority of God; in that he ſtyles 


himſelf the Son of God; profeſſing that he came 


down from Heaven, not to do bis own Will, but 
the Will of him that ſent bim (a); that God gave 
him (b) ; and many more to the ſame Purpoſe, 
You have moreover quoted ſeveral Paſſages from 
the Acts of the Apoſtles, wherein both St. Peter 
and St. Paul have ſpoken of him, as having been 
crucified, of his having died and been raiſed 
again by God, of his having been exalted by 
him to the higheſt Honour, of his having been 
appointed by him likewiſe Judge of Quick and 
Dead ; and the like. 

Now, in all the foregoing Places, it will be 
very obvious to any one that will but impartial- 


(a) John vi. 38, (6) Jobs iii. 16. 
ly 
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ly Bae | it, that our Saviour ſpake of himſelf, 
and was ſpoken of by the Apoltles, according 
only to what he appeared, whilſt in the World, 
that is as Man. Nad ſo St. Paul expreſsly calls 


him, after his Reſurrection and Aſcenſion (a). 
But then all this does not amount to a denial of 
his Divinity. For let it be only ſuppoſed for the 


preſent, that our Savidur, when he ſpake of 
himfelf, and when the Apoſtles wrote of him, 
did really conſiſt of two ſuch widely different 


Natures as the the Divine and Human muſt be; 


then it will neceſſarily. follow, that ſince no ſingle 
Term can ' poſſibly he uſed of ſuch, a Perſon, ſo 
as to comprehend 1 both, he muſt neceſſaxi- 


ly, and therefore very conſiſtently may be ſpoken 


of ſometimes with Reſpect to the 6ne, and ſome- 
times with Reſpect to the other, without diſa- 
vowing either in Particular. And as to his 


having been ſaid to have died, and roſe again 


from the dead, the whole Force of this Objecti- 
on, if it has any, lies ſolely in your having not 
N d the plain and obvious Meaning 

erms, Dying, and Ri/ing. again. For 


het ny we mean by Dying? Is it not only a 


Separation of a ſpiritual from a, material Sub- 
Rtarice; of the Soul from the Body? And that 
Wihout the leaſt Detriment to, or the leaſt 
'Abridgment of the Duration of the Exiſtence of 
the Soul? And what is Riſing again, but the 
Re-union of the fame Soul with the ſame Body, 
after it is raiſed from Corruption, by the infinite 
Power of God ? Now ſuppoſe the Son of God, 
the ſecond Perſon of the Divine Nature, ſhould, 


in an incomprehenſible Manner, have united to 


| (a) AA. xvii. 3. 
5 himſelf 
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himſelf a human Soul, and together with it en- 
ter a human Body, ſo as to be born into the 
World as Men are, and converſe in it, till by 
the Violence of wicked and injurious Men, which, 
for compleating the moſt gracious Deſign, he 
condeſcended to ſubmit to the Body; being ren- 

dered incapable of diſcharging its proper Fun- 
ctions, he together with the Soul retired from 
it; and afterwards, when reſtored to a proper 
ö Soundneſs, re-entered it again: This may pro- 
perly be called Dying and Riſing again. But 
then there is nothing unworthy, nothing unbe- 
coming of the divine Nature, in all this. Be- 
cauſe it is what it might have ſubmitted to, with- 
out ſuffering the leaſt Alteration or Diminution, 
either as to its Power, or Duration of Exiſtence. 
If now the foregoing Texts do ſpeak of our 

Saviour as to his human Nature; and yet con- 
* tain nothing in them inconſiſtent with his being 
of the Divine; then may we, without deſpairing 
of underſtanding the plaineſt Words; or without 
giving up the Scriptures as the Rule of our Faith, 
ſtill conſiſtently believe that a Perſon may at? in 
Obedience to another*s Commands, in one Capacity; 
and yet, in another, be equal to bim by whom he 
is commanded. OS ELL 
After what has been ſaid upon the Texts I 
have been conſidering, I ſhall not take any fur- 
ther Notice of thoſe that follow to the ſame Pur- 
poſe; that I might avoid any needleſs Repeti- 
tion (a), preſuming what has been already ſaid 
to be ſufficient to ſhew' that they admit of no 
Concluſion againſt the Divinity of our Saviour. 
I ſhall therefore proceed to conſider #hoſe expreſs 


(a) Page 23, 24. 
3-9 Decla+ 
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Declarations concerning him, ſelected from the E- 
Piſtles which were wwrote 10 profeſſed Chriſtians, and 
in the Book of Revelations , wherewith you con- 
clude your foregoing Obſervations (a). 

The Firſt of which is 1 Cor. xi. 3. And the 
Head of Chriſt is God. Upon which, I obſerve, 
that St. Pau! muſt undoubtedly have ſpoken of 
Chriſt, in this Place, to the Corinthians, agree- 
ably to what he had at firſt preached him unto 
them. And what that was we may learn from 
Ch. xv. 3, 4. where he ſays, I delivered unto 
yeu firſt of all, that which I alſo received, how that 
Chriſt died for our Sins, according to the Scrip- 
tures : And that he was buried, and that be roſe 
again the third Day according to the Scriptures, 
Hence we ſee that he preached Chriſt to them 
at the firſt according to what he appeared in the 
World, that is, as Man: And conſequently he . 
muſt, in all Reaſon, be ſuppoſed ſo to have 
ſpoken of him here. But if you imagine that 
becauſe he was writing to ſuch of the Corintbi- 
ans as were then profeſſed Chriſtians, he would 
have ſpoken of him according to all that he knew 
him to be; and not only according to what was 
really neceſſary to his preſent Purpoſe, he might 
very properly have declined it, for the ſame 
Reaſon, he did it not to the Hebrews, to whom 
he ſaid, I hen for the Time ye ought to be Teachers, 
ye have need that one teach you again which be 
the firſt Principles of the Oracles of God ; and are 
become ſuch as have need of Milk, and not of ſtron 
Meat (b). And, indeed, to the ſame —.— 
ſpeaks he to the Corinthians, in the Beginning of 
this very Epiſtle. Where he ſays, And 1, Bre- 


(a) Appeal, &c, Page 30. (b) Heb, v. 12. 
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thren, could not ſpeak unto you as unto Spi ritual, 


but as unto Carnal, even as unto Babes in Chriſt; 
I have fed you with Milk, and not with Meat: for 
hitherto ye were not able to bear it, neither yet now 
ere ye able, for ye are yet carnal (a). And, in 
other Places, he accuſes them of being of ſuch 
a Temper, as was not properly qualified for the 
Reception of the more ſublime Doctrine of our 
holy Religion. This, undoubtedly, is one very 
good Reaſon why the Apoſtles did not at firſt 
expreſs themſelves more fully, in Regard to the 
Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt, as you think they would 
have done to profeſſed Chriſtians; but ſpake of 
him only ſo far as concerned their preſent Pur- 
poſe, which was to prove the Truth of his Miſ- 
ſion and Doctrine, by aſcertaining his Reſur- 
rection from the Dead. It is very probable there- 


fore that St. Paul, in this Place, ſpoke of Chriſt, 

in reſpect only of his human Nature; and of 
that great Authority and Power over all Maid“ - 
kind, which he, as Son of Man, had received 


of God. 


I proceed now to your next Quotation from 


1 Cor. xv. 24, 27, 28. Then cometh the End, 
when he ſhall have delivered up the Kingdom to 
God, even the Father, —For be hath put all Things 
under bis Feet. But when he ſaith, All Things are 
put under him, it is manifeſt that he is excepted 
which did put all Things under him. And when 
all Things ſhall be ſubdued unto him, then ſhall the 
Son alſo be ſubjef} unto bim that hath put all 
Things under him, that God may be all in all, H 
we compare all this with what is written in the 


ſecond Chapter of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, we 


(a) 2 Cor, ili. 1, 2, 3. 
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ſhall find that it muſt be the Man Chriſt Jeſus 
only of whom the Apoſtle here ſpeaks. For 
there it is expreſsly ſaid, that it was Jeſus, who 
was made a little lower than the Angels; who took 
” Part of Fleſh and Blood : Who took upon him the 
Seed of Abraham; under whoſe Feet all Things 
were put in Subjeflion, Now if it was with Re- 
| ſpe of the human Nature of Jeſus Chriſt, that 
16 all Things were ſaid to be put under him; then 
I may he be very conſiſtently ſaid, in regard of the 
ſame Nature, to have delivered up the Kingdom 
again to him that gave it. And that it was 
Jeſus Chriſt, who, as Son of Man, was to receive 
the Kingdom the Apoſtle here ſpeaks of, I ſhall 
hereafter have Occaſion more fully to prove. 
A I ſhall therefore go on to your next Quotation 
ola boa from Phil. ii. 3g, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11. Let this 
, Mind be in you which was alſo in Chriſt Jeſus: 
ane being in the Form of Ged, thought it not Rob- 
fene ger) to be equal with Ged. The Words, who be- 
1 I), "i in the Form of God, thought it not Robbery to 
ry be equal with God, you tell us ſhould be rendered 
1 6 6. (paraphraſed you ſhould have ſaid) thus: Who 
15 before his Incarnation or appearing in the Fleſh, 
being in the Form or Likeneſs of God, yet was 
not eager to retain that Likeneſs to God, diva. 
r Ox, Or was not greedy to be honoured as 
'@ God, de ion Oc, again. This Paraphraſe is 
Dr. Clarke's in his Scripture Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, all but the Article @ before God in the laſt 
Place. The Doctor, I am perſuaded, very 
- Clearly ſaw that the Apoſtle muſt mean one and 
the ſame God, in both Places, and not two dif- 
ferent Gods, which is what the Article @ does 
imply. For whoever ſays a God muſt ſuppoſe 
that there are more Gods than one, Now if our 
ET, Saviour 
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Saviour had been greedy. of being honoured, 


that is, in my Opinion, worſhipped as a God, 


being not truely God, he muſt have been guilty 
of making himſelf an Object of idolatry, for 
what is an Object of Idolatry, but a Perſon or 
Thing, which being not truely God, has yet 
divine Worſhip paid unto it? Nay the-ſame Con- 
ſequence would follow your paraphraſtical Tran- 
ſlation, had you not uſed the Article à before 
God; and only rendered it, was not greedy to be 
honoured as God. For if he had, and not been 
truely God, he would then have been a Rival to 
God in his Honour, as well as an Object of Ido- 
latry. Tf theſe Concluſions be juſt, as I cannot 
help thinking but that they are, then mult you 
have Recourſe to ſome nice and ſubtile Diſtinctions, 
as well as others; to diſencumber - yourſelf of 
them; for if you do not, they will be an effectual 
Refutation of your Tranſlation : Becauſe it is 
not to be conceived that an inſpired Writer would 
have ever expreſſed himſelf, as you have made 
St. Paul here to do, ſo as to leave the leaſt Room 
for Concluſions ſo unbecoming of, and what muſt 
neceſſarily be ſo abſolutely inconſiſtent with, the 
very Diſpoſition of the bleſſed Jeſus, to be drawn 


from any thing he had ſaid concerning him. 


But I will now conſider what Dr. Clarke has 


offered to invalidate our Trarſlation, and to ſup- 
port his own z which you have given us above. 


Firſt of all, in Order to ſhew that our Tranſla- 
tion is not right, he obſerves that where it is, 


But he made himſelf of no Reputation, to make 


the Senſe compleat, it ought to be Zet he made 
himſelf of no Reputation. But this, he ſays the 
Particle xx, which is the original Word, will 
not admit of : Becauſe, as he thinks, the Word 
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a is never uſed as Zet, after a Negative pre- 
ceeding immediately in the foregoing Sentence. 
I ſhall give in the Margin a ſew Quotations, 
which will, I hope, be allowed a proper Excep- 
tion to this Obſcrvation ; where , even af- 
ter a Negative, in the foregoing Sentence, might 
very conſiſtently, if not requiſitely, be rendered, 
Yet (a). And proceed to what he has alledged 
in Defence of his own Tranſlation, In the next 
Place he acquaints us that it was the Opinion of 
ſome learned Men, that dvy &eraypeor 1yycaro, 
might be rendered, either did not boaſt, or make 
Oſtentation; or was not greedy or fond of a 
Thing; or, ſtill more exactly, did not look upon 
it as a Prize to be haſtily catched at. And in 
Proof of this, he has given us a few Inſtances 
from Heliodorus's Ethiopics, where the Word 
dra is uſed in that Senſe, Now as #eraype 
does properly ſignify a Thing ſtolen; and as 
every Thing ſtolen muſt have been defired, if 
not greedily deſired by the Perſon who ſtole it; 
it. may, in a tralatitious Senſe, very properly be 
put for a Thing greedily deſired, or a Prize to 
be haſtily catched at. But then this is not the 
original Word, which is «gzaypos, and which 
does ſignify a Robbery, or an Act of Robbery. 


(a) Tü, * as wg; Toh; oopeie; A Nααν, 70, & TH h πεννν, 
To 35 8, anne Wa K N Weoxixpiras xannoor e. KTP. TIAIA. 
Hutch. 8vo. Page 107. Though in the printed Copies 
there is only a Comma after &, the Reader, I believe, will 
perceive that the Senſe requires the Sentences to be as 
much divided there, as are the 6 and 7 Verſes of Phil. ii. 
: "I Ov wy col or. door N vice, d % "Axa b 

Ted os Urmicowo οjẽH]-ihEhKᷣ̊eh Ri bees. 

ANNA 73 pity WA, WOALGAINO- ννẽu ab 

Niere ial Himes”, Tliad i. 163. Vid. II. ii. 420. 
II. vi. 169. II. vii, 152. | 
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But to avoid criticiſing upon Words; and to 
bring this Matter to as ſhort an Iſſue as I can, I 
ſhal} only deſire theſe two Things to be granted; 
which I hope nobody will think unfair, becauſe 
I cannot ſee how they can reaſonably be denied. 
The firſt 1s, that c&eway os does ſometimes ſig- 
nify an Act of Robbery, and, in Return, I will 
not diſpute whether it be not alſo uſed at other 
Times, to ſignify the ſame with d nανν And 
in the next Place let it be allowed that Ira does 
ſometimes ſignify equal: And, in my Turn, I 
will grant it to ſignify like, or as. From whence 
I argue thus, if agreypo; is by both Sides granted 
to ſignify a Robbery, and ca equal, then muſt 
it be by both allowed that our Tranſlation is as 
literal as it well can be. But I believe neither 
Side will inſiſt that that Tranſlation is ſo; wherein 
eva iv Ot is rendered to retain the Likeneſs to 
God; or to be honoured as God. For it is to 
all intents and purpoſes a Paraphraſe, and that 
too made with ſuch a Liberty, by which, if it 
were allowable, a Tranſlator would have it in 
his Power to render the Senſe of any Author 
very dubious and uncertain. Now a literal Tran- 
Nation, where the Senſe of the Place will admit 
of it, is, 1 believe, by all competent Judges, al- 
lowed to be without Companion preferable to a 
paraphraſtical one. Wherefore ſince our Tran- 
Radien is confeſſedly literal, and yours paraphra- 
ſtical, it muſt be eſteemed by every one who 
thinks properly, and will judge impartially, far 
more juſt than yours; till it can be made a 

pear inconſiſtent with the Apoſtle's Meaning in 
this or any other Parts of his Writings: And 
conſequently the Proof it affords, in Favour of 
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our Saviour's Divinity, muſt remain firm and 
good, notwithſtanding all the learned Pains that 
have been taken to deſtroy it. 

I ſhall now take under Conſideration what re- 
mains of your Interpretation of this Paſſage. In 
which you ſay, that what is in our Tranſlation, 
But made himſelf of no Reputation, ſhould be, 
But diveſted, or emptied bimſelf of that Form 
or Likeneſs to God, which he before poſſeſſed. I 
ſhall not diſpute this with you: Becauſe I cannot 
at preſent ſee any great Matter, in which ſoever of 
theſe Senſes it be taken, But I ſhall not be ſo 
very complaiſant as to what follows, upon theſe 
Words, Wherefore God hath highly exalted him. 
Which you ſay ſhould be tranſlated, God. batb 
raiſed him to A HIGHER DEGREE of Honour than 
he had before. Here you have taken upon you 
to render the Prepoſition d in vnreevyuos in a 
comparative Senſe. 

I could give many Inſtances, if I thought it 
at all neceſſary, where the ſame Prepoſition, in 
Compoſition with Verbs, cannot poſlibly ſignify 
comparatively, Yet I know of but one where 


it ſeems to favour your Tranſlation, and that is 


Rom. v. 20, where in our Tranſlation it 1s, But 
where Sin abounded, Grace did much more abound. 
What is rendered here, did much more abound is 
vTeetTreioowes., But whether, by that Word, the 
Apoſtle did deſign to make any Compariſon, 
between Sin and Grace, or whether he did not 


- uſe it only in a Poſitive Senſe, ſo as only to 
mean that, where Sin abounded, Grace did ex- 
ceedingly abound, the Learned are divided (a). 


Nay, if the Word would have admitted of that 
re (a) vil. Bezam. 


Senſe 
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Senſe you have put upon it; can we think that 
Dr. Clarke, who muſt, I believe, be allowed to 
have underſtood the Greek Language as well as 
moſt Men, and who beſtowed ſo much learned 
Labour upon this whole Paſſage, would not 
have availed himſelf of it; ſince it would have ſo 
much ſhortened his Trouble? For did it fairly 
follow, from hence, that Feſus Chriſt could have 
received any higher Honour than he had before, 
as to that Nature of which he was before his 
Incarnation; there muſt then be an End of all 
further Controverſy. For could this Point be 
but once clearly proved, no one, I believe, 
would be ſo abſurd as to contend any-longer 


about his Divinity. 


Beſides, your Interpretation of this Paſſage 
cannot be true in Fact. For what is the Glory 


to which God is ſaid to have exalted him upon 
this Occaſion? Is it not only this, that at the 
Name of Jeſus every Knee ſhould bow ? But 
then how does this appear to be a greater De- 


gree of Glory than he had with his Father before 


the World was (a)? When be was in the Form of 


God. Being the Brightneſs of his Glory, the expreſs 


Image of his Perſon, and upholding all Things by 
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the Ward of his Power (b). 
Now it is not eaſy to 7 how a Per- 
ſon, of whom all this is ſaid, can be even high- 


ly exalted; much leſs how he can de raked on 


higher Degree of Glory than he had before. All 


the Exaltation therefore of Feſus Chriſt, that the 


Apoſtle intended, in this Place, could be only 


that of his human Nature. In which he viſibly 


aſcended into Heaven, in the Preſence of his 


(a) John xvii. 5. (5) Heb. i. 3. 
6 5 Apoſtles 
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Apoſtles (a). In which St. Paul aſſures us, he 
is ſer down at the Right Hand of the Throne of 
God (5). And in which, according to St. Peter, 
he is gone into Heaven, and is on the Right Hand 
of God; Angels, Authorities, and Powers being 


made ſubject unto him (c). And, in Reſpect of 


this Nature, God may very properly be faid to 
have given him a Name, as indeed he did be- 
fore be was conceived in the Womb, without any 
Impeachment of his Divinity: And might at- 
terwards ſo far exalt the Name of Jeſus, as not 
only that incurable Diſtempers, but that even 


the very Devils themſelves, at the bare Mention 
of it, ſhould immediately retire. And as the 
Truth of the Goſpel became more and more 


known, in the World, every Tongue, People 


of all Languages and Nations, ſhould confeſs 


that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord, their moſt gracious 


Redeemer, their only Mediator between God 
and them, even the Man Chrift Jeſus: And 
mould from.thence be led to give the greateſt 


Praiſe and Glory to God, for ſuch an Inſtance of 


his moſt undeſerved Mercy; and for all thoſe 
| "255 and moſt glorious Works diſplayed in the 


"Redemption and Salvation of Mankind. 


And now I ſhall only deſire the Reader fairly 


and candidly to examine the Expoſition we have 


both given of the foregoing Paſſage z and to 


conſider which is the leaſt forced, and which 
more naturally agrees with the Words of the Oti- 


- 


125 And I believe he will want no other 


M . | . . 
elp than his common Senſe to convince him, 


"that, though poſſibly you might not have de- 


Higned it, yet you have really zmpoſed upon bis 


Underſtanding in giving a Tranſlation ſo very dif- 


(a) Luke xxiv. 51. (6) Heb, xii. 2. (1 Pet. iti. 22. 
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ferent from the Engliſh. And from hence, I 
think, it will likewiſe appear, that the latter 
Part of the Words, when rightly underſtood, do 
not give any Grounds for aſking ſuch Queſtions 
as you have done, viz,-** It St, Paul had in- 
* tended to ſet forth the common Doctrine, that 
« Chriſt is equal to the Father as touching his 
„ Godhead, how could this extraordinary A- 
t poſtle immediately after declare, that God had 
« exalted him? Can the moſt high God be 
e raiſed to higher Dignity? *Tis abſolutely im- 
e poſſible (a). Yes, with Reſpect to the di- 
vine Nature of Feſus Chriſt, this would be ab- 
ſolutely impoſſible ; but not in Reſpect. to his 
Human, in Regard to which only, I hope, 1 
have made it appear it was that the Apoſtle 
could have ſpoke in the latter Part of the Paſ- 
ſage. In that Nature, Jeſus Chriſt might be very 
Juſtly ſaid to have been highly exalted by God: 
Though not to @ higher Degree of Dignity than 
be had before, as you have taken the Liberty, 
very unfairly, to render it. | 

And now let us proceed to the remaining 
Texts which you have alledged as irreconcile- 
able with the Doctrine of our Saviour's Divini- 
ty. And if I make it appear, that what is con- 
tained in them might very conſiſtently be ſaid of 
him, without TELE him from. the divine 
Nature; then, I hope, they will be allowed to 
make nothing to your Purpoſe. 8 
Ihe firſt Text is Col. i. 15. where St. Paul 

calls our Saviour, The Image of the inviſibis God, 
the firſt born of every Creature. Now here the 


Apoſtle muſt undoubtedly have ſpoken of him, 


(.) Page 32. 


in 
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in Reſpe& both of his divine and human Na- 
ture. For in that he called him the Image of 
the inviſible God, he muſt neceſſarily have done 
it in Regard to what he appeared to be, that is, 
as to his Manhood. For whatever is to us the 
Image of the inviſible God, muſt neceſſarily be 
viſible. And as touching his Manhood, he 
might very properly be ſaid to be the Image of 
God, either by one, or both of theſe Ways: 
Firſt, by Reaſon of thoſe mighty Works of God, 
which ſhewed forth themſelves in him; upon 
Account of which he ſaid to St. Philip, Whoſo- 
ever hath ſeen me hath ſeen the Father : Or, ſe- 
condly, in Reference to that ſupreme Dominion 
God hath given him, immediately upon his Re- 
ſurrection, over all Things, when he told his 
Diſciples that all Power was given to him in 
Heaven and in Earth. As indeed Mankind in 
general might in ſome Sort have been very pro- 
perly ſaid to be in the Image of God, upon Ac- 
count of that ſovereign Power and Authority, 
he originally gave them, over all the Creatures 
of the lower World. Our Saviour therefore for 
theſe Reaſons, I preſume, might very conſiſtent- 
ly be ſaid to be the Image of the inviſible God, 
without yielding any juſtifiable Grounds for in- 
ferring that the Divine and human Nature were 
not united in him. | 

Nay, St. Paul might likewiſe have called our 
Saviour the Image of the inviſible God, in Re- 
ſpect even of his divine Nature, as being the 
efficient Cauſe and Preſerver of all Things. For 
after he had ſaid of him, Verſe 13. who is the 
Image of the inviſible God, the firſt born of 
every Creature; in the 16th and 17th Verſes, he 


aſſigns the Reaſon for calling him ſo. For, dr, 
becauſe 


1 

becauſe, by him were all Things created that are 
in Heaven, and that are in the Earth, viſible and 
inviſible, whether they be Thrones, or Dominions, 
br Principalities, or Powers: All Things were 
created by him, and for him. And he is before all 
Things, and by him all Things conſiſt. Now this 
could not poſſibly have been ſaid of him as to 
his human Nature, but in Regard of that only, 
wherein he had the greateſt Glory with his Fa- 
ther, before the World was. And if our Sa- 
viour is here ſpoken of as to his divine Nature, 
and as the efficient Cauſe thereof ; St. Paul might 
very juſtly upon that Account have declared 
him to be the Image of the inviſible God, not 
inconſiſtently with the Notion of his ſupreme 
Godhead ; becauſe it is by his efficient Cauſe 
that the inviſible God can be rendered viſible. 
As Philo Fudzus has ſaid, The Word is the Image 
of God, by whom the whole World was made *. 

As to the remaining Part of the Verſe, where 
he is called the firſt born of every Creature ; 
which you have alledged with Deſign to prove 
that Jeſus Chriſt is a Creature, though indeed 
the firſt that God created, there are two Inter- 
pretations of theſe Words, either of which would 
effectually refute the Senſe you would put upon 
them. The firſt is that of Eraſmus and others, 
who have been of Opinion that the Word 
Tewrolox@ ſhould be read with the Accent upon 
the laſt Syllable but one. And then it would 
ſignify that Feſus Chriſt was the firſt Producer of 
every Creature; which could not, without the 
oreateſt Abſurdity have been ſaid of him, had 
he been a Creature himſelf. But this Opinion 


De Monarchia, vol. ii, Page 225, by Mangey- 
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Beza very warmly oppoſes, amongſt other Rea- 
| ſons, for this in particular, becauſe it would de- 
ſtroy the Diſtinction between Generation and 
Creation ; which, he obſerves, ſhould be dili- 
gently regarded in this Controverſy. And by 
doing of it himſclf, he has, I think, fairly 
ved the eternal Generation of the Son, as to 
is Godhead, Becauſe if Zeſus Chriſt was, mwewroro- 
„„ Teo; ih, firſt begotten before any Crea- 
ture was made, he muſt have exiſted before all 
Creation : And conſequently muſt not only be no 
- Creature, but muſt be eternal; becauſe he muit 
have exiſted before Time itſelf was, which be- 
gan with Creation, Nay, Dr. Clarke himſelf, 
whoſe Authority perhaps will have greater Weight 
with you than that of any other, has thought it 
worthy of Obſervation, that St. Paul does not 
«© here call our Saviour wgewrexligor macys ieee, 
<< the firſt created of all Creatures, but mgwroroxey 
<« the firſt born of every Creature, the firſt be- 
<« gotten before all Creatures; ſignifying in ge- 
« neral that he was (before the Creation of 
„ 'Things) red brought forth, produced by, 
«© derived from the Father, but not declaring in 
* what particular Manner (a).“ Now though he 
has here clearly owned our Saviour to have been 
before all Creation: Yet has he notwithſtanding 
allowed him only a derivative Sort of Being. 
Since he calls him brought forth, produced by, 
derived from the Father, This, with Deference 
to ſo great a Man be it ſpoken, is too explicit 
an Explication; becauſe it determines the Senſe 
of the Word @grorox6-, which he himſelf owns 
the Apoſtle to have left undetermined ; ſince 


(e) Script. Doctr. of Trinity, No. 937. 
he 
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he has not declared in what particular Manner 
our Saviour was the firſt born of every Creature, 
any further than that he was before all Creation. 
But if St. Paul, by calling our Saviour the firſt 
born of every Creature, did mean that he was 
before all Creation, I cannot conceive with 
what Propriety he can be called a Creature, even 
the Firſt of God's creating. But that the A- 
poſtle could not have meant that our Saviour 
was a Creature is fairly to be inferred from his 
having applied upon another Occaſion thoſe 
Words of the 102 P/alm, Thou, Lord, in the Be- 
ginning haſt laid the Foundation of the Earth, and 
the Heavens are the Works of thy Hands, imme- 
diately to him; which I have before, I hope, 
proved to have been originally addreſſed by the 
Pſalmiſt to Jehovah. By this Time, I preſume, 
it ſufficiently appears that this Text does not 
only, not diſprove our Saviour's Divinity z but 
on the contrary that it does afford a very ſtrong 
Proof in Favour of it. 

The next Text you produce for the ſame Pur- 
poſe with the foregoing is Rev. iii. 14. where 
our Saviour calls himſelf, according to our 
Tranſlation, the Beginning of the Creation of God, 
Here again you muſt have ſuppoſed that he 
ſpake of himſelf as a Creature, though the firſt 
indeed of God's creating; but, in Anſwer to it, 
I muſt obſerve that «ex», which is the original 
Word, does not always ſignify Priority of 
Time, but likewiſe the original or efficient Cauſe 
of any Thing. And in this Senſe, it is here ex- 
pounded both by Beza, and Boſſuet Biſhop of 
Acaux (a). But there is another Signification, 


(a, Sur l' Apocalypſe. 


which 
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which the Word «ex has; and that is Rule and 
Sovereignty. Thus 1 Cor. xv. 24. when he 
ſhall have put down all Rule, aacav f And 
it would be no improper or unuſual Figure were 
'&ex1 ſuppoſed to be put for the Perſon who 
rules. For St. Paul plainly uſes iZoveia, Power, 
a Word almoſt ſynonymous with ir, for him 
who-exerciſes it: Thus Rom. xiii. what in ver. 
I. are ive are in the third deve: And 
again, what is Cove in ver. 3. is in ver. 4. 
Jide. And taken in this Senſe, this Text 
would be exceedingly conſonant with many other 
Places of Scripture; which declare that all 
Power is given to Jeſus Chriſt, both in Heaven 
and in Earth. That all Things are put under bis 
Feet. And that God had appointed him Heir of 
all Things. And many more that might be given 
to the . Purpoſe. 

Beſides, do but ſeriouſly examine what muſt 
have been the whole Deſign of our Saviour in 
this Place. He was here ſending a very ſevere 
Denunciation to the Angel of the Church in 
Laodicea, from himſelf, whom he ſtyles the 
Amen, the faithful and true Witneſs. Now do 
but impartially conſider, how little it would 
have made to his Purpoſe; how inert it would 
have been for him to have added, that he was 
the firſt Creature of God's creating? Whereas 
if we ſuppoſe him to have meant that he had the 
ſovereign Authority over the whole Creation of 
God ; it muſt certainly have added great Force 
and Weight to his Denunciation ; when he, 
againſt whom it was made, had it to conſider 
that he, who threatned him, was not only moſt 
Faithfull and true, but had it in his Power to 

execute 
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execute his Threatnings upon him, whenever 
he pleaſed. 
bis 1 i" is ſufficient to convince you 
that the Senſe, you would have this Paſſage 
taken in, cannot be the true one; and that it 
did really deſerve much deeper Conſideration, 
than what you ſeem to have beſtowed upon it. 

However, in the winding of your Argument 
you appeal to the Learned for the Truth of your 
Expoſition v. I have inſtanced two, viz. Beza 
and the Biſhop of Meaux; who, I preſume, 
may without any Scruple be ranked among the 
Learned, who, upon full as warrantable Grounds 
as you could poſſibly have for your Interpre- 
tation, have expounded it in a Senſe diametri- 
cally oppoſite to yours. And to thele I have the 
Pleaſure of adding Dr. Clarke (a), who certainly 
underſtood this Place, quite different from what 
you have done: Since he has tranſlated it, he 
Head of the Creation, in a Senſe nearly equal to 
mine. Only I ſhould have liked it better, had 
it, for the avoiding of all Ambiguity, been, the 
Head over all the Creation of God. For there 
are Places almoſt ſimilar, which would very well 
juſtify ſuch Rendering: As for Inſtance, Matib. 
x. |. —tZovoiav Tvtvuatuy axalagruy implies Power 
over unclean Spirits. And Fobn xvii. 2.—ifovciav 
Tarn; oarxoc, Power over all Fleſh. This is un- 
doubtedly the Meaning of the Original; and fo 
is it rendered in our Tranſlation, as it ought to 
be, to make it intelligible in our Language. 

Now ſince the Word «gxy does not ſignify 
only the Beginning, but has other Senſes,. in 
which it is interpreted by learned Men, in this 


Page 33. (a) Script. Doctr. No. 317. 
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this very Text before us: And ſince the Scope 
of the Place does require that another Senſe 
ſhould be given to it, than what you have done ; 
I appeal to the common Senſe of every candid 
Reader, whether it can be concluded from 
hence, that Jeſus Chriſt is in every Reſpe& a 
Creature. Becauſe he might very conſiſtently 
have called himſelf the Head over the Creation 
of God, upon account of that Kingdom which, 
as Son of Man only, he had received, without, 
in the leaſt, diſavowing his Divinity, 

But again, in the ſame Page (a) you tell us 
that you could produce a great Number of Texts 
to the ſame Purpoſe, that is, to prove Jeſus 
Chriſt to be in every Reſpect a Creature, The 
firſt you give us is 1 Cor. iii. 23. And ye are 
Chriſt's, and'Chriſt is Gods. Upon which I ob- 
ſerve, that, if we ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to have 
deſigned to have wrote conſiſtently, he muſt 
have meant that Chriſt was God's, in the ſame 
Senſe, that the Corinthians were Chriſt's. And 
in what Manner this was, is to be learned from the 
Beginning of the Chapter; whence we find that 


'the Corinthians began to break themſelves into 


Parties, diſtinguiſhing themſelves by the Names 
of their reſpective Teachers: As one ſaid he 
was of Paul, and another of Apollos. Now this 
Folly the Apoſtle ſets himſelf feriouſly to re- 
form; and, in order to it, he tells them that the 
Doctrine they had received, by whatever Chan- 
nel it had been derived to them, was not the 
Doctrine of their Teachers, but of Jeſus Chriſt 
alone. And conſequently it was very abſurd in 
them to diſtinguiſh themſelves by the Name of 
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their Teachers, as if the Doctrine they had re- 
ceived from them, was theirs; whereas it was 
really Chriſt's. And, upon Account thereof, 
they ought to look upon themſelves, not as of 
Paul, or Apollos, or any other of their Teachers, 
but as Chriſt's, as being his Diſciples only. This, 
I think, is the full Drift of the Apoſtle's arguing 


in this Place. And if ſo, if we are Chriſt's 


upon account of that Doctrine we received from 
him; then muſt Chriſt's be God's, upon account 
of that Doctrine, he received from God his Fa- 
ther, to teach the World. This is no more 
than what Chriſt himſelf declares, when he very 
often, and in divers Manners acknowledges that 
his Doctrine is not his own, but his that ſent 
him. But this is what Feſus Chriſt might very 
truely and properly have ſaid of himſeif, or 


what might have been ſpoken of him by others, 


with Regard to what he appeared to be, that 
is, as to his human Nature, without in the leaſt 
diſavowing his Divine. If the Expoſition I have 
given of this Text be a true one, as, I truſt, it 
will appear to be to any one, who will impar- 
tially conſider the Scope of the Apoſtle's arguing, 
in the whole Chapter, then can it not be fairly 
concluded, from hence, that our Saviour is in 
every Reſpect a Creature, 

As to Epheſians i. 17. where God is called the 
God and Father of Feſus Chriſt; I have before 
conſidered it, as well as thoſe Texts, where God 
1s faid to have raiſed him from the Dead; and 
to have given him Glory, and the like; and, I 
hope, I have clearly made appear that they af- 
ford no Proof againſt his Divinity, and there- 
fore I ſhall paſs them over here ; as I ſhall do by 
far the greater Number of thoſe that follow re- 
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lating to Feſus Chriſt ; taking Notice only of ſuck 
of them, where your Expoſition ſcems to be 
more particularly exceptionable. By which Means 
1 ſhall avoid the tedious Repetition of the ſame 
Thing over again. For moſt of the Texts that 
follow, will admit of the fame Anſwer, with 
thoſe I have already conſidered ; namely, that 
our Saviour is therein ſpoken of as to his human 
Nature only ; and that for theſe Reaſons : Becauſe 
it was only chiefly neceſſary for him to prove 
himſelf to be that Perſon, which had been ſo long 
before promiſed, throughout the Old Teſtament, 
to be ſent. from God. And this is what he 
might have done, without its being at all re- 
quiſite for him to have ſpoken more clearly of 
his Divine Nature. And as there are very wiſe 
Reaſons, why our Saviour ſhould not have 
ſpoken of himſc!f more openly, as to his Di- 
vine Nature, during the Courſe cf his Miniſtry 
upon Earth, ſo would it have been alſo highly 
improper for his Diſciples at firſt, as well as it 
would be for any at preſent, who would con- 
vert any to the Chriſtian Religion, to attempt, 
in the firſt Place, to explain all the Myſteries 
hid in the Perſon of Feſus Chriſt, till they had 
firſt convinced them of the Truth of his Miſſion 
and Doctrine; and had trained them up, for 
jome Time, in che ſincere Practice thereof. And 
that this was the Method the Apoſtles purſued, 
is to bz collected from St. Paul's Epiſtſe to the 
Hebrews, where ſpeaking of Jeſus. Chriſt, he 
ſays, Of whom we have many Things to ſay, and 
bard to be uttered ; ſeeing ye are dull of hearing. 
For when for the Time ye ought to be Teachers, 
ge have need that one teach you again which be the 
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it Principles of the Oracles of God, and are 
become. ſuch as have need of Milk, and not of ſtrong 
Meat (a). By this Time perhaps you may per- 
ceive that notwithſtanding Feſus Chriſt is chiefly 
ſpoken of, both by himſelf and his Apoſtles, as 
to his human Nature only, yet it does not at- 
ford any juſtifiable Grounds for concluding that 
he-is not alſo of the Divine, 

Theſe Obſervations, if ſeriouſly. and impar- 
tially attended to, will, I preſume, afford an caſy 
Solution to thoſe Objections againſt our Saviour's 
Divinity, which you imagine to be contained in 
your following Collection of Texts, of which I 
ſhall conſider only thoſe few of them which may 
ſeem to require a more particular Notice. 

As to Rev. i. 1. where St, 7obn lays, The Re- 
velation of Jeſus Chriſt, which Gd gave unto bim: 
and iii. 12. and ſome other Places, where our 
Saviour ſpeaking of God, ſays my Gd; I muſt 
obſerve that although they are ſpoken of him, 
even after his Aſcenſion; and may therefore 
ſeem to carry more Difficulty in them, than thoſe 
of tne like Nature, which related to him during 
the Courſe of his Miniſtry upon Earth; yet do 
they really admit of the ſame Anſwer with 
them; and relate to him, as he, in Reſpect of 
his Manhood, is even now in Heaven; has 
there the ſupreme Power over the Church, and 
is, even at this Time, the Mediator between God 
and Man, the Man Chriſt Jeſus. And St. John, 
in the very ſame firſt Chapter, deſcribes him in his 
human Nature, though indeed greatly glorified, 
So that his calling this Revelation, the Revela; 
tion which God gave to Jeſs Chriſt, and our 


(a) Heb. v. 11, 12, 
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Saviour's faying of God, my God, amounts no 
more to a denial of his Divinity, than his de- 
claring whilſt upon Earth, that he received his 
Doctrine from his Father; and calling God, his 
God. 

The next Text I ſhall confider is Rev. v. 6. 
where our Saviour is repreſented as a Lamb that 
had been ſlain, Upon which you ſay, © It is 
e obſervable that our Saviour when he is re- 
s preſented as being inveſted with the higheſt 
* Dignity and Honour, fo as to receive Ac- 
„ knowledgments of Praiſe and Glory from all 
& rational Creatures, is defctibed under the 
„ Character of a Lamb that was ſtain, and is 
* carefully diſtinguiſhed from him that fitteth 
upon the Throne; namely, the Lord God Al- 
*© mighty, as he is exprelsly ſtyled in Diſtinction 
from — Lamb, Rev. xv. 3.“ (a) 

That our Saviour, under the Appearance of a 
Lamb as it had been ſlain; is diſtinguiſhed from 
him that ſitteth upon the Throne, is very true. 
But then, that it was only upon Account of that 
particular Part he ſuſtained in the Redemption 
of the World, is manifeſt from the 8, 9 Verſes. 


And when he had taken the Book, the four Beaſts 


and four and twenty Elders fell down before the 
Lamb, having every one of them Harps, and Golden 
Vials full of Odours, whith are the Prayers of 
Saints. And they ſung a new Song, ſaying, Thou 
art worthy to take the Book, and to open the Seals 
thereof ; for thou waſt Slain, and haſt redeemed us 
to God by thy Blood, out of every Kindred, and 
Tongue, and People, and Nation. "Here is a very 
plain Alluſion to what he did and ſuffered in his 
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human Nature, as our Redeemer. But, I hope, 
it is far from being a neceſſary Conſequence, be- 
cauſe he took our human Nature upon him, that 
therefore he could not have been of the Divine. 

I cannot help furthermore obſerving upon this 
Occaſion, that when all the rational Creation are 
repeſented round. about, and before the Throne, 
an innumerable Hoſt of Angels, and of ſuch, 
who, from among Men of every Nation, Lan- 
guage, and People, are already made perfect in 
Heaven, all giving Glory to him who ſat upon 
the Throne, we find not our Saviour in any ſervile 
Miniſterial Attitude, about the Throne, or even 
ſo much as once joining in the grateful Allelujahs 
of that heavenly Aſſembly. 

The whole Tenor of our Saviour's Life and 
Actions plainly declares him to have been of a 
moſt benevolent Diſpofition towards Mankind, 
It might therefore have been expected, as un- 
doubtedly it was a moſt ſeaſonable Opportunity 
for it, when ſuch an innumerable Company, 
ſaved from amongſt Mankind, was moſt grate- 
fully giving Praiſe and Glory to him that ſat 
upon the Throne, and even Angles themſelves 
joining in their Chorus, that he himſelf likewiſe, 
had he been a Creature, would have given Glory 
to God for having made him the Inſtrument of 
Redeeming ſo many from eternal Death and 
Miſery, ſo as to be made Partakers of the ever- 
laſting Joys of Heaven. But of this there is 
not the leaſt Intimation, but on the contrary, 
we find that when ſtanding in the Midſt of the 
Throne, even in the Preſence of him that fat 
upon it, He, without ever declining it, received 
the divine Adoration and Praiſe of the four Beaſts 
and four and twenty Elders for his having re- 
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deemed them to God by his Blood, out of every Kin- 
dared, and Tongue, and People, and Nation. And 
now I ſhall leave it to the Reader impartially to 
conſider, from what has been ſaid upon this 
whole Tranſaction, as here repreſented, whether, 
notwithſtanding our Saviour is diſtinguiſhed from 
him that ſat upon the Throne, as to his Office 
of our Redeemer, it may not rather be inferred 
from hence, that 'our Saviour is, than that he is 
not, of the Divine Nature. 

However i in your Peroration upon what you 
have hitherto ſaid, you tell your Readers, that 
« you have given them a faithfull Account of 
« the expreſs Declarations of the Apoſtles upon 
„e this important Point, which exactly agree 
* with the Doctrine delivered by our bleſſed 
«© Saviour Do but grant that the Apoſtles, who 
« were inſpired with an extraordinary Aſſiſtance 
„of the Holy Spirit, could ſet forth the Doctrine 
of their Lord and Maſter Jeſus Ckrijt with 
*« more Exactneſs, than writers who lived ſeve- 
« ral hundred Years after their Time; and you 
* muſt be convinced that Chriſt, though a Per- 
„ ſon of moſt exalted Dignity, next to God 
«himſelf, muſt be acknowiedged to be inferiour 
* to the one ſupreme God and Father of All, 
* from whom he in the moſt ſolemn Manner 

4 profeſſes to have received all his Power and 
« Abilities, and to whoſe ultimate ier he di- 
s rected" all his Actions (a)“ 

Upon what you have here dilvanced; I would 


aſk you theſe few Queſtions. If thoſe, who 


Hved ſevera]! hundred Years after the Apoſtles, 
"rat not be ſuppoſed to have exactly underſtood 
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the Doctrine of Jeſus Chriſt, how came you to 
have ſo perfect an Underſtanding of it, who 
have wrote as lately as any? Why muſt it be 
neceſſarily taken for granted, that the Apoſtles 
did write of Feſus Chrift, juſt as you may con- 

ceive them to have done? I have made it a 
pear, I hope, that you did not rightly under- 
ſtand, or, at leaſt, did not duely conſider the 
Deſign of thoſe Texts you have alledged, as diſ- 
proving our Saviour's Divinity; and have ſhewed 
that moſt of them were ſpoken of him, as to 
what he appeared upon Earth, and what he is 
even now in Heaven, the Man Chriſt Feſus, the 
Mediator between God and Man. And it is in 
Reſpect only of his being ſuch, that what you 
have obſerved in my above Quotation from you, is 
true. And I have moreover ſhewed that not- 
withſtanding he ſpeaks of himſelf, and is ſpoken 
of by others, more frequently in Reſpect of his 
human Nature; yet it is never ſo done, as ne- 
ceſſarily to imply that he cannot be alſo of the 
divine. But againſt this Diſtinction you have 
made an Exception; and have promiſed to ſnew 
the Impropriety of it hereafter. Till ſuch Time 
therefore, I ſhall deſiſt from ſaying any thing 
further upon it: And follow you in your At- 
tempt to take off the Force of thoſe Texts which 
are ſuppoſed to ſpeak more directly of our 
Saviour's Divinity, 
The firſt is Zohn i. 1, 2. In the Beginning was 
the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Mord was God. The ſame was in the Beginning with 
God. Upon which you comment in this Man- 
ner, „In the- Beginning, moſt probably ſigni- 
fies, in this Text, before all Ages, betore 
£7" | cc the 
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* the Creation of the World (a)”: Here you 
have taken upon you, without any Sort of 
Ground for it, to fix a determinate Senſe upon a 
Word which the Apoſtle has left, to all Intents 
and Purpoſes, quite undetermined. Now, in my 
N when an Author has made uſe of a 

ord, without giving any Marks, whether he 
has uſed it in any determinate Senſe or not: there 
we ought to underſtand it, in its primary, in its 
higheſt and moſt abſolute Senſe. And as the 
Apoſtle has undeniably uſed the Word Beginning 
in this Place, in a Senſe, for any Thing that ap- 
pears to the contrary, quite indetetmined; no 
Commentator ſhould, neither ought it to be al- 
lowed him, if he does not take che Liberty to 
give what determinate Meaning'he-pleaſes to it. 
In my Apprehenſion therefore it is much more 


probable that, by the Word Beginning, in this 


Place, the Apoſtle underſtood Thar POINT 1N 
EnzrniTyY, when the very firſt Being of all that 
ever was created or made, or in any wiſe received 
Exiſtence, whether intelligent or not intelligent, 
whether Perſon or Thing, did firſt begin to be: 

This I call the Primary, the higheſt and moſt 
abſolute Senſe of the Word Beginning, in this 
Place. And ſo undoubtedly ought it be under- 
ſtood, ſince the Apoſtle has given us no Sort of 


| Reaſary' en that he uſed ic in any 


other. 

If it ſhould be objekted A the Sense, 1 
have here given the Word; Beginning, that Gen. 
i. 1. it is ſaid that, In ihbe Beginning God created 
— and Ibe Earth : yet Jo RxxxXviii. 7. 
we read that at the ot game ant of the World, 
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The Morning Stars ſang together, and all the Sons 
of God ſhouted for oy. Therefore there muſt 
have been a Creation prior to that of the World: 
And conſequently the Word, Beginning, cannot 
have ſo high a Meaning as that which, | have 
given it. I anſwer that Moſes has ſufficiently 
limited what he meant by the Beginning, in fixing 
it to the Creation of the World. And if we 
attentively conſider what he has ſaid, we ſhall 
find that by ſaying, In the Beginning God created 
the Heavens and the Earth, he only deſigned to 
inform us that the World was neither eternal, 
nor made out of any preexiſtent Matter; but 
that whenever it was created, it originally re- 
ceived its Creation from God. But ſuppoſing 
that there might have been more Creations than 
one; yet ſince there muſt neceſſarily have been 
ſuch a Beginning of Creation as I have ſpoken of; 
and ſince St. Fohn has only ſaid that tbe Word 
was in the Beginning, we ought certainly to un- 
derſtand it in the higheſt Senſe, rather than any 
other, unleſs we had very good Reaſon, and not 
only a bare Conjecture, deſigned merely for the 
ſupporting of ſome adopted Hypotheſis, to de- 
termine us to the contrary. ; 
I have been the more ſolicitous in attempting 
to diſcover the true Meaning of the Word, Be- 
ginning, in this Text: becauſe you Gentlemen, 
that deny the Divinity of our Saviour, though 
many of you do indeed allow him to have been 
before all Ages; do yet conceive within your: 
ſelves ſtill ſome higher Point in Eternity, than 
the Beginning of all Ages, in which you ſuppoſe 
our Saviour to have received his Being. But if 
St. John uſed the Word Beginning in the Senſe 
which I have above given it, and, I hope, I have 
| | | offered 
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offered very warrantable Reaſons to-convince us 
that he did ſo: and if we are to ſettle our Judg- 
ment upon the inſpired Scriptures, there can be 
no juſtifiable Pretence for entertaining ſuch No- 
tions for the future, For Feſus Chriſt mult ne- 
ceſſarily be eternal if he was, that is, was in be- 
ing in the Beginning; which was certainly what 
the Apoſtle chiefly intended to declare upon this 
Occaſion; and not what the Word was, or what 
was his Office, as you, quite foreign to the Pur- 

ſe, have told us, namely, that the word u as 
the Son of God, who in the Book of Revelations is 
called the Word of God, Rev. xix. 1 f. the great 
revealer of his Mill to Mankind, All this is very 
true, but could not have been what St. John 
could have had any Deſign of declaring here; 
whoſe Words are only theſe. In the Beginning 
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and 
the Word was God. The ſame, that is, the ſame 
Word was in the Beginning with Cod. St. Jobn 
in al} Probability apprehending that ſome might 
take Occaſion from his having barcly ſaid that 
the Word was in the Beginning, to imagine that 
it then firſt received Exiftence, has more expli- 
citly added that the ſame Word was or exilted 
with God, in the Beginning, that is, when the 
very Beginning itſelf began, 3 

And the Word was with God (a). As one Per- 


fon is with another, ſay you: and fo ſays Dr. 
| Clarke 


(a) The Word was © with God”. Upon this Dr. Clarke 
only adds by way of Note: © With the Father.” 1 70% 
3. 12. Script. Doctr. No. 33. In this and ſeveral other 
Places he ſeems to lay a great ſtreſs upon God's being 
called the Father; as if he thought it to imply an Ex- 
cluſion of the Son and Holy Spirit from the divine Na- 
ture. But here again I muſt obſerze that the Word — | 
A | 3 
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Clarke (a). I hall not diſpute with you about 
the Manner in which the Word is ſaid to be 
with God. It is ſufficient for my Purpoſe, 
if it be allowed that I have given ſatisfactory 
Reaſon for believcing that the Word was with 
God in the Beginning, in my Senſe of the Word. 
For if the Word was with God, in the Begin- 
ning, in that very Point in Eternity, when the 
firſt Being of all that ever was created or made, 
or in any Way received his Exiſtence, firſt be- 
gan to be, it will neceſſarily foliow that he 
actually exiſted before it: And conſequently 
muſt be eternal. Becauſe there would be no 
time in which he could have received his Being. 
For as he was before all Creation, he muſt ne- 
ceſſarily have been before Time, which began 
with it. 

If from what has been ſaid the Word appears 
to be Eternal, Then may we very ſafely conclude 
that St. John, when he ſaid the Word was God, 
did deſign it in the moſt true and proper Senſe of 
the Word. Needleſs therefore would it be to 
follow you in the Expoſition of thoſe ſeveral 
Texts you have collected, in your thirty ſixth 
and thirty ſeventh Pages, in order to ſhew the 
various Applications of the Word God in Scrip- 
ture. Or to diſpute with you, about the Propriety 
of your Notion of a ſuperior and inferior Kind ot 


ther is only a relative Term, expreſſing the Relation be- 
tween the great Creator of all Things and his Creatures. 
And was a Name frequently given by the Jeaus to the true 
God, whom they and their Fore-fathers worſhipped, And 
therefore, if we impartially conſider it, no Proof can fair- 
ly be drawn from it, concerning the Manner in which the 
true God, and who. as ſuch, is indeed, in a relative Senſe, 
the Father of us all, does exit; wy 
| (4) See Script. Doctr. No. 535« 
Godſhip, 


96 i] 
Godſhip, upon which you have given a very re- 
markable Tranſlation of the original Words, 
which are theſe Wo 0 aoy Or nv Teos Toy ©t0v, % 
Ot jy d N hich you ſay may be rendered 
in no very bad Engliſh thus, The Word was with 
the God, (namely ſupreme; and the Word was 
a God (namely an inferior God) (a). 
Here you have taken upon you to give Ac- 
tivity toa Greek Article, A Liberty, by which, 
if allowed to your Opponents, you would be no 
great- gainer in the Courſe of this Controverſy. 
But did you conſider how highly improbable ir 
is that any Writer of but common Underſtand- 
ing would have uſed the very fame Word twice, 
with only a ſingle conjunctive Particle between, 
in a Senſe fo widely different as you have made 
St, Jobn, an inſpired Writer, do by the Word, 
Cod, in this Place, without giving his Readers 
ſome Notice of. It is ſcarcely credible that the 
Holy Spirit would have ſuffered him to have 
expreſſed himſelf, upon a Point of ſuch Import- 
ance, in ſo perplexing a Manner. And therefore, 
if what I have ſaid before, amounts to a Proof 
of the Eternity of the Word, then, though in- 
deed perſonally differing from him who is called 
God in the firſt Place; yet muſt he ſtill be 
God, as being of the ſame eternally ſelf exiſ- 
tent divine Nature, that is, God the Son. 
There is one Thing more I muſt take Notice 
of, by Way of Corollary, before I leave this 
Text; which is, that the very ſame Apoſtle 
at the 14th Verſe expreſsly ſays that the Word, 
this very eternal Word was made Fleſp and awelt 
emeng us, From whence it follows that the di- 


(a) Page 18, 
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vine Nature was united to the Human, in the 
Perſon of Feſus Chriſt. This I have thought 
proper to obſerve here, to juſtify my having 
made uſe of Arguments drawn from the Uni- 
on of the two Natures, in Jeſus Chrift, in ob- 
viating the Force of thoſe Texts, which were 
ſuppoſed to make againſt his Divinity z and alſo 
my doing it, if requiſite, for the future. And 
it may moreover be of Service, when I come to 
remark upon what you have promiſed to ſay 
upon the wonderful Account of Chriſt's Incarnation, 
and compare it with expreſs Declarations of Scrip- 
ture. 

I ſhall now go on to Jobn xx. 28. where St. 
Thomas calls our Saviour God. Upon which you 
ſay, <* St. Thomas could not poſſibly mean it in 
te the higheſt Senſe, becauſe our Saviour him- 
&« ſelf declares after his Reſurrection, I aſcend 
&«© unto my Father and your Father, to my God 

% and your God.” In what Senſe, St. Thomas 
called our Saviour his Lord and his God, I ſhall 
hereafter have Occaſion more fully to explain. 
But that our Saviour ſpake theſe laſt Words in 
Reſpect of his human Nature, in which he then 
— and in which he afterwards actually 
alcended into Heaven, and in which we are a\- 
ſured that he even now ſitteth at the Right 
Hand of God, I have before obſerved, to which 
I ſhall refer the Reader, as well as to what has 
been ſaid upon Heb. i. 8. that I might not tire | 
him with a needleſs Repetition of the ſame | 
Things: And proceed to Romans ix. 5. Of whom, | 

| 
| 


as concerning the Fleſb, Chriſt came, who is over 

all, God bleſſed for ever. You have left out the 

Words as concerning the Fleſh, in moſt of your | 

Expoſitions: Yet I hope to make them appear | 
| 


o 
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to be of very great Importance towards the right 
Underſtanding of this Text. 

Hhut firſt I hall give your different Explication 
of it. You ſay, Chriſt ſeems to be ſtyled, 
« according to our Engliſh Tranſlation, God 
% bleſſed for ever: But it this Caſe I appeal to 
de the Learned, whether the Words are not fair- 
„ly capable of a different Rendering: Of whom 
& Chriit came, who is over all, God be bleſſed 
& for ever: Or, of whom Chriſt came, God, who 
« js over all, be bleſſed for ever: Or, of whom as 
concerning the Fleſh is Chriſt, whoſe is the 
% God over all bleſſed forever(a)”. With Regard 
to the firſt Expoſitions I muſt obſerve that, with- 
out any apparent Neceſity, but merely to make the 
Words mean juſt as you would have them, you 
have taken the Liberty to ſupply the Verb ſub- 
ſtantive, be, for which there is no Sort of Au- 
thority (5). Beſides, you have made the A- 
poſtle break out into a very abrupt Apoſtrophe. 
For though it is indeed the Duty of all Men to 
bleſs. and praiſe God very frequently, yet are 
there certainly proper Times and Occafions for 
it. The Apoſtle in the Beginning of the Chap- 
ter ſays, I have great Heavineſs and continual 
Sorrow: in my Heart. Tor JI could wiſh ' that 
myſelf were accurſed ſram Chriſt, formy Brethren, 
my Kinſmen according to the Fleſh: Who are 
Iraelites ; o whom pertaineth the Adoption, and 
the Glory, and the Covenants, and the giving 
of the Law, and the Service f God, and ibe 
Promiſes ; whoſe are the Fathers, and of whom, as 
concerning the Hleſb, Chriſt came. Now would 
any one have expected; for indeed, what parti- 


(2 Page 38. (5) See Dr. Mz, ls, and */. eee 
| cular 
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cular Reaſon can be aſſigned why he ſhould have 
dropt the Thread of his Diſcourſe, and ſo ab- 
ruptly turned to bleſs and praiſe God, upon 
this Occaſion, more than any other? I hope the 
Reader will impartially conſider it : For to him 
1 appeal, whether it is not more likely that the 
Apoſtle had ſomething elſe in View in this 
Place. And what that was I ſhall endeavour to 
diſcover when I have conſidered your third Ex- 
poſition of this Text. Which is, Of whom, 
as concerning the Fleſh, is Chriſt, whoſe is the God 
over all, bleſſed for ever. To this I ſhould think 
the extraordinary Apology, at the Bottom of 
of the Page, ought rather to be referred, than 
to the firſt, though directed to it by the 
Aſteriſk, For there I cannot find that you have 
taken any other Liberty than that of putting in 
the verb Subſtantive be, In the ſecond you have 
indeed taken upon you to tranſpoſe the Word, 
God, from almoſt the latter End of the Sen- 
tence, to the very Beginning, reading inſtead of 
who is over all God bleſſed for ever, God who is over 
all be bleſſed for ever; which is undoubtedly a very 
unpardonable Liberty: But this is nothing to 
what you have done in the laſt Place, for there 
you have ventured to tranſpoſe the Article, a, 
from before a, and place it immediately after 
it, and Oz from following d wave to pre- 
ceed, ſo as to bring the Article and that toge- 
ther; neither is this all, but you have turned 
the Word &, which by all Commentators, I be- 
lieve, has ever been held to be a Participle into 
a Relative; and moreover leave it dubious whe- 
ther you did not read it ov, inſtead of wy, For 
the Truth of this I ſhall appeal to your own 
Tranſlation, which I ſhall therefore once more 

G give. 
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give. Whoſe are the Father, and of whom is 
Chriſt as concerning the Fleſh, whoſe is the God over 
all bleſſed for ever. Now to what would an 
Englith Reader be ſo apt to refer the Relative 
whoſe in the laſt Place, as to Chriſt immediately 
preceeding ? There is therefore a great Ambi- 
guity in your Tranſlation; which to remove ſo 
as to make the Relative whoſe be clearly refer- 
able to ralites, in the Beginning of the fourth 
Verſe, as you ſcem to think it ſhould be, there 
is a neceſſity for the Conjunctive Copulative &, 
and, to be inſerted before wy in the Original. 
As for Inſtance : Whoſe are the Fathers, and of 
whom is Chriſt, as concerning the Fleſh, Ax D whoſe 
is the God over all bleſſed for ever. This would 
indeed take away the Ambiguity, and refer it 
plainly to 1fraelites. But then this would be 
ſuch a Liberty, as, I hope, you will not inſiſt 
upon, having taken ſo much already, even to 
ſuch a Degree, that, if it were allowable, I dare 
ingage that there is no Text in Scripture, how 
ſtiff and obſtinate ſoever it may appear to be, 
but what you will be able to make bend unto 
your Purpoſe. 
But I muſt not forget to take ſome proper 
Notice cf your extraordinary Note by Way of 
Apology for ſome Liberty you had taken in your 
ſoregoing Tranſlations. The Note is this,“ This 
e js not the very Order of the Words in the ori- 
ginal Greek, but ſuppoſes a Tranſpoſition of 
br üg Auge Letter, Which the learned well 
„ Rnow might eaſily happen by the Miſtake of 
„ kit4;: Ah ranſeriber. Words you have inſerted, 
and Words you have tranſpoſed with a Licence 
ſcarcely to be equalled ; but what /ngle Letter it 
is you mean, I have not been able to — 
at 
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That the Learned very well know that the Tran- 
ſpoſition of a ſingle Letter, may happen by the 
Miſtake of a Tranſcriber, is undoubtedly true. 
But then, [ hope, they will conſider the great Im- 
portance ſuch a Tranſpoſition may ſometimes be 
of; and conſequently that they will not allow any 
ſingle Letter to be tranſpoſed, upon any pretend- 
ed Suppoſition only, that it was poſſible to have 
been miſplaced through the Negligence of a 
Tranſcriber. Wherefore if the Liberty you have 
taken in your foreging Tranſlations of inſerting 
and tranſpoſing, not only Letters, but Words, 
be founded upon no better Authority than a 
bare, Suppoſition that it was poſſible for a blun- 
dering T ran(criber to have left out or miſplaced 
them ; I hope the Learned will lay no greater 
ſtreſs upon them; than they deſerve ; which is 

in Fact none at all. | 
But, from the various Senſes you have wreſted 
the original Words unto, it plainly appears that 
you muſt have thought them ambiguous, and 
that therefore every Commentator had a Right 
ro what Interpretation upon them he 
q WW or (a). But this was —— your conſi- 
dering them Independent of their Context; by 
Fhich means indeed there will be few Sentences, 
but what will be made te have ſome Ambi- 
guity in chem, yet ſurely this gan, be no fair 
Way of interpreting the Holy Scriptures, nor 
any other Book: whatever, , But on the contrary, 
when a Sentence ſeems: ambiguous, in any Au- 
-- thor, we ought to compare it impartially wich 
what may either immediately preceed gr follow 


Fi 2g 1 JOY edi, > ay i 17 Kaz 
el Ste Seript, Dag. No. 539. where they are faid to 
N bg of ambiguous Confirugion. 99 530-07 is 7 . ; 


776 
VO , 5 14 3 18 3 IJ : 
17 


84 ] a 
it, to find whether its Meaning was not there 
fairly fixt and determined. And this I ſhall do 
by the Words under our preſent Conſideration, 
to convince you, it poſſible, how much from 
the Purpoſe are all the Pains you have been 
taking upon them. 

The whole Verſe runs thus. Whoſe viz. 
(thoſe whom in Verſe 3, 4. he had called his 
Brethren according to the Fleſh, and Vraelites) 
are the Fathers, and of whom (the ſame again 
as before) Chriſt as concerning the Fleſh is, was, 
or came, for there is no Verb in the Original, 
but there is an abſolute Neceſſity for ſome ſuch 
to be ſupplied to make the Senſe compleat, 
and then follows, who is over all God bleſſed for 
ever. | 

I have before obſerved that the Words, gs 
concerning the Fleſh, which you, and ſome other 
' Commentators, have neglected in your Com- 
ments upon this Text, are of very great Import- 
ance. Becauſe, I hope to give very good Rea- 
ſon for beljeving that they do ſo clearly fix and 
determine the Apoſtle's meaning, as not to leave 
it any longer ambiguous, For by ſaying that 
Jeſus Chriſt is, was, or came of the 1/raelites 
according to the Fleſh, he muſt undoubtedly be 


ſuppoſed to have underſtood that he was ſome- 
thing more than mere Man; becauſe otherwiſe, 


the Words as concerning the Fleſh would have 
been quite an unneceſſary Tautology: Since 


every one, from his own Reaſon, would have 


been able readily to conclude, without being 
formally told, when a Man is ſaid, humanly 
ſpeaking, to be, or to come of others, that it 


*muſt be according to the Fleſh, If then the 


Apoſtle did delign by thoſe Words that Feſus 
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Cbriſt was really ſomething more than mere Man, 
it is not at all unnatural to expect that he would 
give us at leaſt ſome Intimation of what he was 
beſides; which I cannot but think he has done, 
in thoſe Words, who is over all, God bleſſed for 
ever (a). I appeal to the Reader whether this is 
not more probable, than to imagine that he 
would abruptly turn his Diſcourſe to bleſs and 
praiſe God, when there was not apparently any 
particular Occaſion for it : Or to tell his Readers, 
according to your third Expoſition, which you 
ſay pleaſes you beſt, what they could not but 
know very well before, that the God over all 
bleſſed for ever was the God of the 1/rae/ites. 

If it be objected that the Apoſtle uſes the ſame 
Form of Speech when he calls the 1ſraelites, his 
Kinſmen according to the Fleſh, and that from 
thence it ought to be looked upon, either only 
as a Manner of Expreſſion peculiar unto him- 
ſelf, or elſe, for the Reaſons given before, he 
muſt be liable to the ſame Imputation of Tau- 
tology ; I anſwer, very far ou it; becauſe 
there, the Words have alſo a very peculiar Pro- 
priety. For he calls thoſe Jraelites, his Kinſ- 
men according to the Fleſh, to diſtinguiſh them 
from thoſe whom Gal. vi. 16. he means by the 


(a) St. Paul ſeems to have expreſſed himſelf in the Be- 
F of this Epiſtle, Ch. i. 3, 4. much to the ſame 
urpoſe, as here; where ſpeaking of 7e/us Chriſt, he ſays, 
TS yevoirg in oviguato; Dabid KATA oapra.' re wail. ys 
Oris ir drapes KATA write ayimoun if aiaracu vixear, 1 
hope the learned Reader will ſeriouſly conſider whether it is not 
very probable, that the Apoſtle intended an Antitheſis here, 
between ard oaexa, and xa mivua aywourn;, For if he 
did, then muſt he neceſſarily have thought -h Jeſus Chrift 
was as truely God, by being the Son of God, according to 
the Spirit of Holineſs, as he was perfect Man, by being of 
the ſeed of David, according to the Fleſh. See Beza. 
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Iſrael of God; thoſe who, in a ſpiritual Senſe, 
were Iſrazlites, by having embraced the Doctrine 
of Chriſt, For it is very certain, that thoſe 
Iſraelites whom, Verſe the 3. he called his Bre- 
thren and Kinſmen according to the Fleſh ; and for 
whom he expreſſed ſo great a Concern, were 
ſuch, who as yet were not, and who, in all Pro- 
bability, never would be converted to the Chri- 
ſtian Faith, It would be tedious to enumerate 
the ſeveral Places where he has argued upon 
this very Diſtinction ; eſpecially in his Epiſtles 
to the Romans, and Galatians, ' Nay our Saviour 
himſelf alſo makes Uſe of it, Fobn the eighth, 
where diſputing with the Jews, he ſays, Verſe 37. 
I know that ye are Abraham's Seed, 1 know that 
ye are deſcended from Abraham, according to 
the Fleſh. Yet Verſe 39. he ſpeaks of them, 
as not being Abraham's Children; in that they 
did not inherit their Father's Spirit. If ye were 
Abraham's Children, ye would do the Works of 
Abraham. In like Manner St. Paul might be 
ſuppoled very properly to. have called the un- 
converted Iſraelites bis Kinſmen according to the 
Hieb, to intimate that they, thitherto and no 
further, were related : Since they did not inherit 
the ſame Spirit and Temper, though indeed de- 
rived according to the Fleſh, from the ſame 
Stock. Wt. 0 
This is what I had to ſay of this Text; and 
if my Expoſition of it be juſt and natural, then, 
I hope, we may fairly conclude that St. Paul, 
by thoſe Words, who is over all God bleſſed" for 
ever, did deſign to declare Jeſus Chriſt to be 
God, in the moſt true and proper Senſe of the 
Word; diſtinct indeed from the Father in = 
3 c on; 
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ſon ; but one with him as being of the ſame di- 
vine Nature. 

And now I will take under Conſideration your 
next Text, As xx. 28. To feed the Church of 
God which be hath purchaſed with his own Blood. 
Upon which you ſay, that, “it is imagined 
« that our Saviour is here ſtyled God; but the 
4 moſt ancient Manuſcripts, read it the Church 
„ of the Lord; for the Truth of which I ap- 
e peal to the Learned.“ This is indeed a very 
ſhort, but not ſo deciſive an Anſwer, as you 
may imagine, upon this Occaſion. I will there- 
fore conſider it ſomewhat more at large. 

Dr. Mills does indeed inform us that ſeveral 
ancient Manuſcripts, as well as ſome Authors 
did read Kvejy, Lord, for Od, God; and that 
there were ſome which had it Kvgis N Od, Lord 
and God; and ſome few Xgzss Chriſt. But 
then he acquaints us that there were likewiſe a 
great many Manuſcripts, as well as ſome Au- 
thors, where it was G85, God; and that the Vul- - 
gate in general, in omnibus Codd. Latinis, did 
read it the Church of God: So that that there 
was no Sort of Reaſon for departing from the 
preſent Reading. And he moreover ſays that 
the Alteration from Gt to Kvelx did, in all Pro- 
bability, ariſe from ſome Copies, the Owners 
whereof, not conceiving how Blood could be aſ- 
cribed to God, had by Way of Explication writ 
Kveas Or Xeass in the Margin, which, by ſome 
Copyiſt, became afterwards admitted into the 
Texts, either conjointly with, or elſe to the in- 
tire Expunction of the original Word G. And 
he moreover obſerves that however diſpleaſing 
the Expreſſion, the Blood of God, might be to 
ſome, yet the Fathers, who immediately fu 

G 4 ceeded© 
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ceeded the Apoſtles, never ſcrupled to call the 
Blood of Jeſus Chrift, the Blood of God. And 
he quotes St. Ignatius as uſing that very Expreſ- 
ſion, the Blood of God, in the Beginning, of 
his Epiſtle: to the Enbefians : Though he owns 
that the Interpolator Ignatianus had there changed 
God into Lord; This is a fair Repreſentation. of 
what Dr. Mills has faid upon this Text: With 
the Addition of a few Remarks to which, I ſhall. 
conclude what I have to fay further upon it. 

In the firſt Place 1 obſerve that this is not the 
only Place where St. Paul has called the Church, 
the Church of God. As 1 Jim. iii. 13. V1 
tarry long, that thou mayeſt know how thou ought | 
to behave thyſelf in the Houſe of God, which 13 
the Church of the Living God, 

Another Thing worthy to be conſidered, upon 
this Occaſion, is the great Improbability, ſuppoſ- 
ing it had been originally written Kvg's Or Xeass, 
of its ever having been changed ito Oe. It can- 
not reaſonably be imagined to have been done by 
Deſign ; becauſe it has been obſerved thar, when 
there is any Diſpute about the various Reading 
of a Word, That of the moſt difficult Explica- 
tion is. generally the Right (a): Since no one 
would go about to explain a Term of very obvi- 
ous Senſe, by one that is really not ſo. Neither 
can it be ſuppoſed to have happened by any 
Overſight of a Tranſcriber, upon Account of 
the great Diſſimilitude there is between the ini- 
tial, O, K, Xx. But on the contrary, ſince there 
is a very juſtifiable Reaſon for apprehending 
that Perſons, who not duely e how 


e See Clerc's Ars Critica, Tom. ii. Page 42. 
1 =. NM 
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Blood could be aſcribed to God, might put 
Kvels or Xe5s in the Margin by Way of Expli- 
cation; which might afterwards by others have 
been admitted into the Text, either conjointly 
with, or elſe to the utter Expun&ion of Ges, 
(and indeed ſo many Copies ſtill retaining Kue 
Ses is a ſtrong Preſumption that this is the 
Truth of the Cafe) 1 appeal to the Reader whe- 
ther the Probability thay Oed was the original 
Reading, is not much ſtronger, thah that it was 
either Kvejs or Xeas?. And if fo, then muſt the 
Apoſtle, in the Text, have ſpoken of Chriſt as 
God ; who by taking the. Manhood into God, 
and by ſuffering in it as he did, the Blood that 
he ſhed might properly be called the Blood of 
God (a). X 


(a) Since the Writing of this, I have conſulted Veſſtenius, 
who has indeed collected a great many ancient and weighty 
Authorities for the ſeveral Readings of this Text; to which, 
for Brevity ſake, I muſt refer the Reader. And ſhall only 
add this one Obſervation more to what I have ſaid upon it: 
'Fhat if it already has, or ſhall hereafter be proved, that the 
Divine Nature was united to the Human, in the Perſon of 
Jeſus Chriſt ; then may thoſe three Terms, God, Lord, and 
Chriſt be equally applicable to him : And'the Blood, which 
he has ſhed, may, with great Propriety, be called the Blood 
of our Lord .Zeſus Chriſt, or the Blood of God. For the 
whole Perſon of Chriſt may ſometimes be as properly ex- 
preſſed by his Divinity only, as ours, as it frequently is, by 
our purely Spiritual Part, the Soul. Ezekiel xviii. 4, 20. 
God ſays, the Soul that finneth, it ſpall die. Now it would 
be very abſurd for any one to infer from hence, that God 
intended to declare * our Souls were Mortal, and conſe- 
quently to be annihilated: When it is manifeſt, from the 
Tenor of the whole Chapter, that he meant the whole Man. 
And therefore the Expreſſion, The Scul that finneth, it ſhall 
die, implies no more, than The Man that finneth, he ſhall 
die, that is, only a natural Death, howew* judicially it 

f ' And 
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And now I ſhall proceed to the next Text, 


wherein, you ſay, it is imagined that our Saviour 


is likewiſe ſtyled God. 1 Tim. iii. 16. God was 
manifeſt in the Fleſh, Upon which you only ſay, 
The true Reading in this Text is not through- 
& ly ſettled, it being uncertain, whether God, 
« who, or which, be right.” This indeed is 
too ſuperficially ſaid upon a Text which did 


really deſerve much more Conſideration and At- 


tention. And to convince you that it did ſo, 
I will in the firſt Place lay before you, in as 
brief a Manner as I can, an Abſtra& of what 
Dr. Mills has ſaid upon it; and ſhall then con- 
clude with a few Remarks of my own. 

Now however uncertain you would have it to 
be, which Reading is the right; Dr. Mills has 
informed us, that he met with but one ancient 
Copy, which had it 3, And after the moſt in- 
duſtrious ſearch, both at home and abroad, he 
he could find but one where it was ze (though 
Kufter did indeed afterwards diſcover another). 
But that all other Copies with the greateſt Con- 
ſent did read it Oe. And he moreover has 
given a Quotation from Juſtin Martyr, who 
wrote ſo early as the Year of Chriſt One hundred 
and Fifty, where he ſays, ov x«pv anrisans Ad, 
ira xorpe Davie os dd And aTifpactar, dic 'ATo5oAwv 
neun es, uo i0vav inigevIy (a). For which Cauſe 
be fent the Word, that he might appear unto the 
World: Who being deſpiſed of the People, preached 
by the Apoſiles, was believed on by the Gentiles. 
From whence he concludes that Juſtin muſt have 
read it Oc: and that with very good Reaſon, 
fince St. Jobn had ſo expreſsly declared the 
Ad, or Word to be God (b), And he further- 


(a) Epil. ad Diognetum. (5) Jobs i. 1. 
more 


| KM 
more adds that Oe was uſually abreviatedly 
written in old Manuſcripts, S, upon which he 
obſerves, that if thoſe tranſverſe Lines ſhould, 
by Length of Time, become obſcure; or be 
totally omitted, by a haſty Tranſcriber, it would 
then be fairly OC. But this Relative not agree- 
ing in Gender with Mvsyguv, the Antecedent ime 
mediately preceeding, a Reader might very na- 
turally imagine that it was by Miſtake written 
for 2, and ſo change it accordingly. This is a 
very eaſy, and, I hope, not an improbable Dedu- 
ction, how from Oos it might have been made 
3. But if, on the contrary, we ſuppoſe it to 
have been originally 2, and were to. trace it 
backward, it would be ſcarcely credible that 
it could ever have been Os, Hence it may, I 
preſume, be very fairly concluded that G was 
the original Reading. 

Beſides, if the Apoſtle had written , then 
muſt he have deſigned it as applicable to every 
Member of. the Verſe : Which would make him 
guilty. of a very ſtrange, if not a very unintel- 
ligible Manner of Writing. For what clear 
Conception can any one form to himſelf of 4 

ery, of Godlineſs which was manifeſt in the 
Fliſh, juſtified by the Spirit; or of a Myſtery of 
Godlineſs which was received up into Glory ? But 
if he writ it ze, then would there be no Ante- 
cedent.to which it could be referred, but-to the 
Word Ste, God, in the foregoing Verſe. This 
howeyer improper and unuſual a Way of Writ- 
ing, would have been much the ſame, as if he 
had made Uſe of @«; for, then inſtead of God 
was manifeſt in the Fleſh, it would have been, 
God = who was manifeſted in the Fleſ, 
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By this Time, you may poſſibly perceive that 
this Text did really. deſerve a much ſtricter 
Examination, than what you were pleaſed to 
afford it; and not to have been fo ſlightly 
paſſed by with only: ſaying that the Reading of 
it. was uncertain: Since, I hope, I have given 
very ſatisfactory Reaſons for believing that the 
Apoſtle did make Uſe of Ste, God, and not of 
either 8c or 5, Who or which (a). 

I come now to your laſt Text, 1 Jobn v. 20. 
Wee: know that the Son f God is come, and hath 


given us an Underſtanging- that- we may know him 


that is true: And we are in bim that is true, in 
bis Soni Jeſus Chriſt. This is the true God and 


eternal. Life. The laſt Words, This is the true 


Cod and eternal Life, You ſay, have been inter- 
preted by ſome ſo as to give the Title of God 


(a) Here again Wetflenius has very learned proved chat 
, which, was a very ancient Reading; and i . ſo Per 
ouſly, that the ſm left Extract ou 4 exceed the — 
of Note. I muſt therefore refer the learned Reader to 
bim. And this I the rather do, becauſe it is really not 
very material whether ©; or ? God, or-wwhich, were the 

inal. | Becauſe, when rightly expounded, For B's. 
imp po 


the ſame Thing. For admitting the A | 
really written, d, which, this muſt cel relate to te 


Antecedent Myſtery juſt before it. 8 then, if 
Words have any meaning, it he a; Myſtery oſ lade 
thing's being manifeſted in the Fleſh, or in gur human 
tore; Which did not _—— belon to it. And this Dr. 
Clarke; has, obſerved (Script. 28 540.) was evident- 
ly the Perſog, whom- St, a. in the Beginning of his 
zoſpel, ſtiles Oe God, And the ſame Apoſile has aſſured 
us, (Ch. i. 15) that this very (Sov ) God was made, Fleſb and 
2 1. And if what I have before ſaid upon John 
i. t. be juſt; then muſt it be the eternal Word of God, or 
God * Son, that was mapifeſt in che Fleſh, - And: confe- 
quent] 4. had not the Word Ole, Gods, been 12 ex- 
preſſed, yet we may perceive that it mult nec arily be un- 
derſtood for that which was manifeſted in the Fleſh. | 
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to Jeſus, Chriſt... I ſhall not animadvert upon 
what you have faid upon this Text, becaufe, I 
freely own that it is far from being clear to me, 
that St. Jobn by theſe, Words, This is the trac 
God and eternal Life, did mean Jeſus Chriſt: But, 
on the contrary, that they ſeem rather deſigned 
as a Peroration of what he had been ſaying, 
throughout this Epiſtle, namely, that he had 
ſhewed who was the true God; and the Way to - 
obtain eternal Liſe. | 
But if he did not ſpeak of Jeſus Chriſt as God 
in this Place; yet are there others, where, by 
fair Inference, he muſt be ſuppoſed to have done 
it. I ſhall mention one or two, before I;pro- 
ceed. In the twenty eighth and twenty ninth 
Verſes of the ſecond Chapter, he writes. Aud 
now little Children, abide in bim; that © when be 
ſhall appear, we may have Confidence, and not be 
aſhamed before him at bis coming. If ye know that 
he is righteous, ye know that every one that doeth 
- Righteouſneſs, is born of bim. No one, I believe, 
will diſpute whether our Saviour is not the Per- 
ſon that is ſpoken of in both theſe Verſes. He 
then immediately adds what happens to be the 
firſt Verſe of the third Chapter. (And which 
probably has ' hindered the Connexion between 
that and the foregoing Words from being at- 
tended to) Behold what Manner of Love the Fa- 
tber bath beſtowed upon us, that we ſhould be cal- 
led \ the Sons of God. What I have to obſerve, 
upon this Occaſion, is that there can be no rea- 
ſonable Account given, whence he could have 
introduced theſe Words, Behold what Manner of 
Love the Father hath beſtoted upon us that wwe 
"ſhould be called the Sons of God, but from the 
Verſe immediately preceeding, every ane % * 
Nb 
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Righteouſneſs is born of him, that is of Chriſt. If 
now from being born of Chriſt we are called, or 
are the Sons of God, the inference I think, is very 
fair, that Chriſt myſt be God, And chat the A- 
vm did really eſteem him ſuch will be more 
lly confirmed v7 comparing thoſe Words of 
Chapter i ii. 29. Every one that doth Righteouſneſs 
is born 0 bim, that'is, of Chriſt, with what fol- 
lows, Ch. iii. 9. Vboſoever is born of God, doth not 
commit din. Which is almoſt the ſame Thing, only 
in different Words, from whence I think it appears 
that he muſt have looked upon being born of Chriſt 
and being born of God as equivalent Terms. 
There is another Text Ch. iii. 16. from 
1 whence it may be very. juſtly inferred, that St. 
Jobn did deem Jeſus Carat to be God. In our 
' Tranſlation it is, Herely perceive we the Love of 
Cad in that be bath laid down his Life Vf us. Dr. 
Mills does indeed inform us that the Word, 
God, is not in ſome Copies; but whether omit- 
ted or not it is of no great Import: Since ir 
muſt be neceſſarily. implied to make the Senſe 
compleat; there being no Antecedent to which 
in and His, in the latter Clauſe can be pro- 
| applied, but to God in the ninth and ach 
Ve . And that, 'by Love in this Text the A- 
poſtle did can me Poet of God is further to be 
firmed fro mt he Verſe immediately following, 
But whoſo bath this World's Good, and ſeeth his . 
iber bath need, ard ſhutteth « 2 Bowels 
paſſion from Na how delle b tbe Low o God in in 
din? If we carefully y examine the Context, we ſhall 


.  findtthatthe Love , God, by this [aſt Pllce, does 
5 de Gay our Ln our Love fe or God) but et the Love God 
10 has ewed towards us ; Mor Fee 

ſignal Inſtance of 4 it manifeſted — 


5 | cious 


IN 
cious Work of our Redemption, plainly alluded 
to in the ſixteenth Verſe. And indeed, if a 
Man has it in his Power to ſhew Mercy and 
Pity to a diſtreſſed Brother, yet declines doing 
it, how dwelleth the Love of God in him? How 


can he make it appear that he is aCtuared, in 


the leaſt Degree, with the ſame Principle of 
Love, whereby God was moved to do what he 
did for the Salvation of us all ? This 1s plainly 


the Scope of the Apoſtle's arguing in this Place. 


And if fo, then is it full as plain that by Love, 
in the ſixteenth Verſe, muſt be meant the Love 
of the ſame Perſon as in the ſeventeenth, that is, 


the Love of God, But if the Love of the Per- 


ſon ſpoken of in the ſixteenth Verſe be the Love 
of God; then will it neceſſarily be the Love of 


| Feſus Chriſt or God the Son; who by taking 
our human Nature upon him, and ſuffering in it 
as he did, may truely and properly be faid, as 


therein, to have laid down his Life for us. 
But to ſhew how the Title of God may con- 


| ſiſtently be given ro Jeſus Chrift you ſay, ** But 
with Regard to the Title of God being, in 
„ ſome few Texts, aſcribed to our Saviour, it 


* may be aſked how God can be One according 
eto the diſtinct Voice of Reaſon and Scripture, 


as before obſerved, if other Beings, beſides 
the one ſupreme Deity, more particularly Jeſus 


« Cbriſt, may be juſtly called Gods: To which 
« it may be anſwered, that the One, or only God, 


are Expreſſions in Scripture which ſignify the 


- . 
* 
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nate God. New not to inſiſt upon the Vanity of 


« chief or ſupreme God” (a). From hence it 
is evident that you muſt believe that there are 
two Gods, a chief or ſupreme, and a ſubordi- 


(a) Page 40. 
, | this 
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this your Notion, from its being ſo quite un- 
neceſſary for the ſupreme Being, of boundleſs 
Penetration and Knowledge, of infinite and un- 
erring Wiſdom, of infinite Power and Might, 
and who by his own Will only could govern all 
the Works of Creation, without the leaſt Trou- 
ble, Interruption, or Avocation ; and therefore 
could ſtand in no need of creating any ſubotdi- 
nate God : There.is another, which ſeems to me 
an unanſwerable Objection againſt ir. I mean 
the great Danger we ſhould be in of being many 
Times inevitably lead by it into Idolatry. For 
this fame Jeſus Chriſt, this ſubordinate Deity as 
you ſuppoſe him, has not only the higheſt Titles 
of the Father, in ſome Places of Scripture al- 
cribed to him ; but has likewiſe, in one Place at 
leaſt, acquieſced in having a Perſon declare to 
him that he was his Lord and bis God (a). For 
though, during the Courſe of his Miniſtry upon 
Earth, he declined even the Title of Good; yet 
after his Reſurrection, when the Seaſon for the 
more full and true Diſcovery of himſelf drew 
. near, he could hear St. Thomas, upon his Con- 
viction, without giving him any Sort of Re- 

buke, ſay unto him, My Lord and my God. Which 
Dr. [Clarke has paraphraſed in this Manner: 
„ Thou art indeed my Lord, the very ſame 
« that was crucified; and I acknowledge Tay 
„% ALMIGHTY PowER, in having triumphed over 
Death, and adore THEE as MY Gop.” Now 
if our Saviour were not really and truely God, 
it would be abſolutely impoſſible to acquit St. 
Thomas of down-right Idolatry. For what is 
Idolatry, but the worſhipping as God, what is 


| (a) John xx. 38. | 
3 by 


RY 


by Nature no God? And it may indeg be mote⸗ 


over obſerved that our Saviour's {Mering St. 
Thomas to addreſs him in theſe Terms, as God, 
without any Sort of Reprimand, amounts td 
a plain Confeſſion that he really is God. Theſe 
Conſiderations taken together, and duely at- 
tended to, will, I hope, ſerve effectually to 
ſhew both the Uſeleſneſs and Danger of your 
Invention of a ſuperior and inferior God, to ob- 
viate the Force of the Argument in Favour of 
our Saviour's Divinity, from the Title of God 
being ſometimes aſcribed to him; as well as its 
Inconſiſtency with the Truth. | 
The next Texts, you take under your Con- 
ſideration, are Rev. i. 11, 17. where our Sa- 
viour applies to himſelf the high Title of Alpha 
and Omega, the Firſt and the Laſt. Whence 
it has been inferred that he is God equal to the 
Father. Againſt which you argue thus, © It is 
« oranted that this high Title Is aſcribed to 
„ Almighty God, as in other Paſſages, ſo like- 
„ wile in this very Chapter. But it is remark- 
« able. that this bigh Title is given to our Sa- 
„ viour in ſuch a Way, as to diſtinguiſh him 
&« frow.,bis God, and Father (a).“ In what 
Senſe God. is called the God of Feſus Chriſt, I 
have before conſidered; and ſhewed it to be onl 
in Reſpect of his human Nature. And if he is 
diſtinguiſhed from his Father, it is, for any thing 
that appears to. the contrary, only in Regard of 
his Perſon and Office; But then the Queſtion 
will be, whether he might not be diſtinguiſhed 
in this Manner from his Father, without giving 
any juſtifable Grounds for | inferring that he 


(a) Page 41, 
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muſt neceſſarily be diſtinct from him in Nature 
alſo. But if this does not truely follow, then 
all that you have ſaid, only tends to prove that 
the Father and the Son are diſtinct in Perſon; 
which none of the Orthodox have ever ſo much 
as once denied. Whereas your Buſineſs was to 
ſhew that the Holy Scriptures do ſpeak of the 
Father and the Son, ſo as neceſſarily to diſtin- 
al them in Nature. If you think they do 
o, in the Place now under Conſideration; be- 
cauſe God has the Title of, which is, which was, 
and which is to come, aſcribed to him, which the 
Son has not: In anſwer to it, I muſt obſerve 
that this is the only Book, thoughout the Holy 
Scriptures, where God has that Title given him, 
and that it was written a very few Years before 
St. Jobs died; at a Time when the Chriſtian 
Religion was perfectly eſtabliſhed, in the Minds 
of its Profeſſors: And when too they were 
therefore better prepared for a more clear Reve- 
lation of the Manner in which the divine Na- 
ture exiſted, than they were at firſt. - And con- 
ſequently could we clearly diſcover what St. 
Jobn meant by adding thoſe Words, Which is, 
which was, and which is to come, to tiie Title 
of God in this Place, they would poſſibly be 
found to carry a Meaning quite contrary to 
what you imagine them to do, and that they 
were never intended to imply that the Son was 
diſtin& from the Father in Nature. | 
And that I may not ſeem to ſay this, upon 
Conjecture only, I will conſider it as it is again 
repeated in the fourth Chapter, Verſes the ſecond, 
ſixth, and eighth. And behold a Throne was ſet 
in Heaven, and one ſat upon the Throne. And in the 
Midſt of the Throne, and round about the Throne, 
| were 


_ 
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were four Beaſts ſull of Eyes before and behind. 
And the four Beaſts bad each of them fix Wings 
about him, and they were full of Eyes within ; 
and they reſt not Day and Nigbt, ſaying, Holy, 
holy, holy, Lord God Almighty which was, and is, 
and is to come. Now Iſaiah, in his ſixth Chap- 
ter, gives us a Viſion of his own very much 
like this. I ſaw the Lord fitting upon a Thronez 
high and lifted up, and bis Train filled the Temple. 
And about it ſtood the Seraphim: each one had fix 
Wings; with twain he covered his Face, and with 
twain he covered his Feet, and with twain he did 
fly. And one cried to another and ſaid, Holy, holy, 
holy, is the Lord of Hoſts, the whole Earth is full 
of his Glory. 
Though the Reader, if he pleaſes to examine 
it, will find St. John's Viſion ſomewhat more 
circumſtantial, than that of Jaiab, yet I be- 
lieve he will ſee the Reſemblance of them both, 
upon the whole; ſo ſtrong, as to allow that St, 
John might very reaſonably be preſumed to have 
had this Place of 1/azah in View: Or at leaſt 
that the Perſon who is repreſented as ſitting 
upon the Throne, in both Viſions was the ſame; 
Now it is very remarkable, that this very A- 
poſtle, in the twelfth Chapter of his Goſpel and 
forty firlt Verſe, has expreſsly declared that the 
Perſon who fat upon the Throne, in the Viſion 
of 1/aiah, was Chriſt. Theſe Things, ſaid Eſaiab, 
when he ſaw his Glory and ſpake of bim. But if 
it was Chriſt that ſat upon the Throne, in the 
Viſion of Jaiab, it muſt neceſſarily be likewiſe 
He who did ſo in that of St. John. And if fo, 
notwithſtanding he has made Uſe of ſuch Ex- 
preſſions concerning Jeſus Chriſt as the Revelation 
of Jelus Chriſt, which God gave unto him. And 
H 2 Grace 
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Grate be unto you and Peace from bim which is. 
which was, and-which is to come; and from Jeſus 
Chriſt the faithful Witneſs,- and the firſt begotten of 
the Dead, and the like; yet can it not fairly be 
concluded from thence that he did not look upon 
him as of the Divine Nature, For though, in all 
which, it be true, that Jeſus Chriſt is undeniably 
repreſented in a charafter very different from the 
upreme Father ; yet is there is nothing more clear 
than that this Difference of Character does ariſe 
only, from his ſpeaking of Fejus Chriſt, as to 
his human Nature, and to the ſeveral Offices 
peculiarly belonging to him, upon Account 
thereof. In our Nature, he taught us the true 
Will of his heavenly Father; and afterwards 
ſuffered for our Tranſgreſſions; and was raiſed 
again for our Juſtification; whereupon, as unto 
a firſt begotten Son, or the firſt begotten of the 
Dead, he had that ſpiritual and everlaſting King- 
dom, ſo long before ſpoken of, immediately 
given up unto him. He then aſcended into 
Heaven, where he now fits at the Right Hand 
of God, our Mediator and Interceſſor, the Man 
Chriſt Feſus. And laſtly, at the final cloſe of 
all, he is to come to judge both the Quick and 
the Dead, and to render to every Man according 
as his Works ſhall be. Now, under which ſoever 
of theſe Offices, the Apoſtle had Occaſion to 
ſpeak of our Saviour, we find it was abſolutely 
neceflary for him to do it, in Reſpect of his 
human Natute. But when he was to mention 
him abſtracted from thole Offices, he then gave 
him the moſt incommunicable Attributes of the 
Divine Nature, even eternal ſcIf- exiſtence and 
almighty Power, calling him All ha and Omega, 
| | | the 
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the Firſt and the Laſt, which is, which was, and 
which is to come, the Almighty. 

That it was Chrift who appeared in the Viſion 
of Iſaiah Dr. Clarke does agree; but then he 
ſays, it was only in the Glory of the Father. 1 
will give the Text, and his Comment upon it. 
Theſe Things ſaid Eſaias, when he ſaw bis Glory 
and ſpake of bim. Upon which he comments in 
this Manner: * The true Meaning is; when 
Eſaias ſaw the Glory of God the Father re- 
« vealing to him be coming of Chriſt, he then 
© ſaw the Glory of him, who was to come in 
* theGlory of bis Father, Matth. xvi. 27. Eſaias, 
in beholding the Glory of God, and receiving 
© from him a Revelation of the coming of 
„ Chriſt, ſaw (that is foreſaw) the Glory of Chriſt, 
& juſt as Mrabam, Ch. viii. 56. ſaw (that is 
% foreſaw) his Day and was glad (a) . Now a 
very material Objection, againſt this Comment 
of the Doctor's, is his going upon a Suppoſi- 
tion, that God was revealing to Jaiab, in this 
Place, the Coming of Chriſt ; for which there 
is not the leaſt Foundation, throughout the whole 
Chapter. The Words of Jaiab only deſcribe 
the very ſublime and awful Manner, in which 
God denounced a very ſevere and terrible Judge- 
ment againſt his People for their willful and 
great Obſtinacy. He ſaw him fitting upon a 
Throne, in the greateſt Glory : And then re- 
ceived a Commiſſion from him to go and tell 
this People, Hear ye indeed, but underſtand not; 
and ſee ye indeed, but perceive not. Make the 
Heart of his People fat, and make their Ears 
heavy, and ſhut their Eyes: Leſt they ſee with 


(a) Script. Doctr. No. 597, 
H 3 their 
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their Eyes, and hear with their Ears, and under. 
and with their Hearts, and convert and be bealed. 
And to thele laſt Words it is that St. Jobn 
principally refers; where he ſays, therefore they 
could not believe; becauſe Eſaias ſaid again, He 
bath blinded their Eyes, and hardned their -Hearls , 
that they ſhould not ſee with their Eyes, nor under- 
ſtand with their Heart, and be converted and I 
ſhould heal them. And then adds, Theſe Things 
ſaid Eſaias, when he ſaw his Glory and ſpake of 
of bim, That is, the Glory of Chrilt fitting up- 
on the Throne. So that there is not the leaſt 
Ground for imagining that God was revealing 
to [ſaiab, in this Place the Coming of Chriſt: 
Or for conceiving it to be the true Meaning of. 
it, that when Eſaias ſaw the Glory of God the Fa- 
ther, revealing to him the Coming of Chriſt, bg 
theu ſaw the Glory of him who was to come in the 
Glory of bis Father. 
But there is a further Difficulty attending this 
Expoſition, For ſuppoſing God had been re- 
vealing to 1/aiah the Coming of Chriſt; of which 
of his Comings is it meant ? Of his Coming in 
the Fleſh ; or his coming to Judgement ? Not 
of his Coming in the Fleſh, I apprehend ; be- 
cauſe during the Courſe of his Miniſtry, in our 
Nature, upon Earth; he never appeared in any 
Thing like the Glory of his Father, as repre- 
ſented in the Viſion of Jaiab. It mult then be 
his Coming to. judgement, But then any Con- 
cluſion from thence, that Jeſus Chriſt was not 
equal to the Father as touching his Godhead, 
would be yery unfair ; becauſe, when our Saviour 
ſpeaks of his coming to judge the World, in 
the Glory of. the Father, he always calls himſelf 
the Son of Man ; as he particularly does Math. 
xvi. 
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xvi. 27. before referred to, Now if Chriſt is 
to come to judge the World as the Son of Man, 
that is, in our human Nature, he might with 
great Propriety be ſaid to come in the Glory of 
the Father, without any Sort of Derogation from 
his Divine. In Reſpect of which he is indeed 
ſaid to be in the Form of God (a). Which St. 
Paul again very well explains, where he calls him 
the Brightneſs of his Glory, the expreſs Image of 
his Perſon, and upholding all Things by the Word 
of his Power (b). But, I believe, that he is, in no 
Place of Scripture, ever ſaid to have appeared, 
in a communicated Glory, before his Incarna- 
tion, unleſs where his Incarnation, or appearing 
as Son of Man is manifeſtly intended. 
From what has been ſaid, I hope, we may 
ſafely conclude that it was Chriſt the eternal 
Word of God that in his divine Nature appeared 
upon the Throne in the Viſions both of [arab 
and St. Fobn. And that for this further Reaſon, 
becauſe he being the efficient Cauſe of all Things; 
which I think clearly follows from St. Paul's ſay- 
ing that by him all Things were created (c), and 
St. John more fully that without him was not any 
Thing made that was made (d), it might be that 
Power, for ought we can know, by which alone 
God could be made viſible. And as this Power 
muſt always neceſſarily exiſt with the Godhead ; 
therefore our Saviour the eternal Word of God, 
in Reſpe& of his divine Nature, might with 
the greateſt Truth, ſay, 1am Alpha and Omege, 
the firſt and the laſt, which is, which was, and 
. which is to come, the Almighty, 


fa) Phil. i. 6. ( Heb. i 3.  (c}) Col. i. 16, 
(4) Jebn i. 3. 
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But to proceed to Rev. xvii. 14. and xix. 16. 
where our Saviour is called, King of Kings, and 
Tord of Lords. From whence you ſay it has 
been urged by ſome, becauſe God is likewiſe 
ſtyled ſo, that therefore he is God equal to the 
Father (a). But whoſoever they may be, who 
have argued 'in this Manner, I, for my Parr, 
mult freely own that this high Title, given to 
our Saviour here, by St. John, does not amount 
to a Proof of his Divinity, and that - for this 
Reaſon : * Becauſe in the nineteenth Chapter, 
where he is likewiſe called King of Kings, and 
Lord of Lords; from the eleventh to the ſixteenth 
jncluſive, he is plainly deſcribed, as well as ih 
the firſt Chapter, in his human Nature; though 
jn both Places indeed greatly glorified. And, 
in that Nature thus glorified, our Saviour was 
to receive a Kingdom from his Father. As- 
cording to the Prophecy of Daniel: I ſaw in 
the Night Viſions, and behold, one like ThE Sox 
or Man, came with the Clouds of Heaven, and 
came to the” Ancient of Days, and they brought 
him near before him. And there was given him 
Dominion, and Glory, and a Kingdom, that all 
People, Nations, and Languages ſhould ſerve him: 
His Dominion is an everlaſting Dominion which 
ſhall not paſs away, and his Kingdom that which 
ſball not be deſtroyed (5). Of this Kingdom our 
Saviour himſelf ſpeaks, when, immediately after 
his Reſurrection, he ſays to his Diſciples, All 
Power is given unto me in Heaven and in Earth (c). 
And over this Kingdom, according to St. Paul, 
be muſt reign *till be hath put all Enemies under 


(a ) Page 42. (b) Daniel vii, 13, 14. (e) Mattb. 
xx iii. 18. 3 2 
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his Feet (a). And to it likewiſe the reſt of the 
Apoſtles allude, when they ſpeak of God's 
having made that Jeſus, whom the Jews had cru- 
cified, 'both Lord and Chriſt, and the like. But 
then, though our Saviour's being here called 
King of Kings, and Lord of Lords does not 
prove his Divinity; ſince it is ſpoken of him as 
_ of Man: yet does it not imply a Denial of 
: becauſe, where a Perſon conſiſts of two ſuch 
Hifferent Natures as our Saviour really does, 
there may be ſomethings very properly predicat- 
ed of the one, which though not at all applica- 
ble to the other, yet does it not deny his being 
of it. And againſt any ſuch Miſtake St. Jobn 
has ſufficiently guarded us: For, in the thir- 
teenth Verſe, he informs us that the Name of 
the Perſon, he is there deſcribing, is called the 
Word of God. Now the Eternity of this Word 
of God he has manifeſtly declared in the firſt 
Chapter of hjs Goſpel, and at the ſame Time 
has aſſured us that this Werd was made Fleſh and 
dwelt amongſt us. From whence, I think, it is 
fairly deducible that he looked upon our Saviour 

as being of both the divine and human Nature. 
There are two or three Texts remaining, 'with 
the Inference from which you are likewiſe dif- 
pleaſed, which are John x. 30. where our Saviour 
ſays, 1 and my Father are one. And John xiv. 9. 
where again he ſays to Philip :' He hat bath ſeen 
me hath ſeen the Father. Which you ſay have been 
urged,” by common Chriſtians, to prove that 
the Son is one with the Father (b). Now as to 
the firſt in whatſoever Senſe our Saviour there 
ſpoke, it is manifeſt from the Reply of the 


(a) 1 Cor. xv. 25. (5) Page 42, 42. 
Jews, 
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Jews, with whom he was then diſcourſing, that 
they underſtood him in the moſt literal Mean- 
ing. For a good Work we ſtone thee not; but for 
Blaſphemy, and becauſe that thou being a Man 
makeſt thyſelf God. But, for my Part, 1 am 
ready to acknowledge that ſince our Saviour both 
acted, and ſpoke generally of himſelf, during 
the Courſe of his Miniſtry upon Earth, accord= 
ing to what he appeared, that is as Man, he 
might ſay that he and the Father were one ; and 
whoſoever had ſeen him had ſeen the Father, 
from the Sameneſs of Will; from the Readincis 
of the Father to do the Will of the Son; and 
from that of the Son to perform the Will of 
the Father; and from the mighty Works of 
God which did ſhew forth themſelves in him, in 
the Execution of that moſt gracious Commiſſion, 
for which ihe Father had ſandtiſied, and ſent him 
into the World, namely, the Salvation of Man- 
kind. As St. Paul lays, be that planteth and he 
ibat watereth are one, wv cio (a), from their una- 
nimoully purſuing the ſame Deſign, even that 
of the propagating of the Gotpel, in the World. 
But be it obſerved that I make this Conceſſion, 
with reſerving to myſelf the Liberty of believing 
that our Saviour might ſtill have had a higher 
Meaning, in theſe Words, than what may at 
firſt appear. And though the Unity of the Na- 
ture of the Father and the Son cannot fairly be 
proved from them; yet they may, for ought 
appears to the contrary, in a ſecondary Senſe, 
ſtill imply it; and, in Reſpect of his divine 
n be literally true. 


The 
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The next Texts, you object againſt, are ſome 
which have been produced to prove that the in- 
communicable Attributes of God have been aſ- 
cribed to Chriſt. Such as Jobn ii. 24. He 
knew all Men. Jobn xvi. 30. Thou knoweſt all 
Things. Rev. ii. 23. J am be that ſearcheth the 
Reins and the Heart, Upon which you ar- 
gue in this Manner: „* That theſe Texts were 
not intended to ſet forth the Knowledge of the 
« Son, in as extenſive a Degree, as the Know- 
« ledge of the Father, undeniably appears from 
« Saviour's own Words already quoted, where 
& he has plainly told us that he did not know 
e the Day of Judgement, and that the Father 
*« only knew it (a). Upon this Text, where 
you had quoted it in your 18th Page, I obſerved 
that our Saviour, during the Courſe of his Mi- 
niſtry upon Earth, generally ſpake of himſelf 
according to what he appeared, that is, as 
Man“. 

But to return. Upon the firſt Text, Jobn 
ji. 24. which you ſay has been produced in 
Proof of our Saviour's Omniſcience, you write 
thus. © As to the firſt Text St. Jobn plainly 
% ſpeaks of Feſus as a Man, who knew all 
„ Men; without taking the leaſt Notice of his 
extraordinary Perfection, and therefore he 


(a) Page as. 

(5) It has been obſerved that Jeſus in this Place is com- 
pared to a Man taking a Journey, &c. Verſe 34. And 
though his Servants are ſaid Verſe 35: not to know 
when he cometh, yet the Maſter himſelf muſt be ſuppoſed, 
in the Parable, to know when he ſhould come. Therefore 
if there be any Propriety in the Parable, Jeu, who was 
the Perſon to come in that Day and Hour cannot be ſup- 
poſed to be meant as not knowing it. Thus much ſeem _ 
plain though the 32d Verſe, may not be fully underſtood. 
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ts could eaſily diſcern whom he could truſt; 
“ Teſus did not commit himſelf unto them, be- 
*© cauſe he knew all Men; and this is no more 
<« than the Apoſtles themſclves were enabled by 
* the Spirit of God to do, as to ſome particular 
& Perſons upon ſeveral Occaſions.” Now not 
to inſiſt upon the Fallacy of your arguing, in 
making our Saviour's being ſaid without any 
Sort of Limitation to know ALL Men, like the 
Apoſtles being enabled, by the Spirit of God, 
to know ſome PARTICULAR PerSoONS; had you. 
caſt your Eye upon the Verſe immediately fol- 
lowing, ycu would have found that this could 
not have been the Caſe with our Saviour; for 
there the extraordinary Perfection of his Know- 
lege is much more ſtrongly declared. He knew 
all Men, and needed not that any ſhould teſtiſy of 
Man : For he knew cobat was in Man, Which 
Dr. Clarke has paraphraſed thus: “ He knew 
é intirely all their Hearts and Thoughts, long 
* before they diſcovered them; not needing any 
4 Information, either from themſelves or others, 
«© to know what Men were, and what they 
« would do; but underſtanding ALL THincs 
©< BY HIS OWN IMMEDIATE AND DIVINE KNow- 
« LEpGeE”. And what may ſerve to confirm us 
in the Opinion, that St. John ſpake of our Sa- 
viour's Omniſcience, in this Place, in the higheſt 
Senſe, as being of the divine Nature, is that the 
Words, He knew all Men and needed not that 
any ſhould teſtify a Man: For he knew what was 
in Man, are St. John's own Words; as are thoſe 
of the firſt Chapter, where he has expreſsly de- 
clared the Eternity of the Word which was made 
Fleſh and dwelt amongſt us, in the Perſon of our 
bleſſed Saviour. And the Reaſon, why he hay 
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ſpoken ſo openly of his Divinity, in this his Goſpel, 
is, becauſe it is the laſt of all his Works, and 
perhaps of all the Canonical Books, written but 
a few Years before his Death; when Men were 
very well eſtabliſhed in the Chriſtian Religion, 
and were therefore better prepared for the Recep- 
tion of the ſublime Truth, relating to his Per- 
ſon and Nature, than they were at the firſt. But 
upon other Occaſions he only acts the Part of 
a faithful Hiſtorian, giving us the Words of 
both our Saviour and his Diſciples ; making them 
both to ſpeak in Character: Our Saviour of 
himſelf no further than was really neceſſary to 
the Purpoſe of his coming, that is, as to his 
human Nature : And his Diſciples both to talk 
and think concerning him, according to what 
he appeared to them to be. And therefore, in 
the other Text, John xvi. 30. though the Diſ- 
ciples, upon diſcovering that our Saviour knew 
the Secrets of their Hearts, ſaid unto him, Now 
are we ſure that thou knoweſt all Things, and 
necdeſt not that any Man ſhould aſk thee : By this 
we believe that thou cameſt fortb from God. Vet 
as it does not appear that our Saviour had at 
that Time diſcovered to them the Myſtery of the 
Divine Nature united in himſelf to the Human, 
it does not follow that they did then draw from 
thence any other Concluſion, than in Favour 
8 = divine Legation, or coming forth from 
od, 

But though it does not appear that the Diſ. 
ciples did then infer his Divinity from the Know- 
ing of all Hearts; yet is there no Reaſon why 
they themſelves, or others afterwards might not 
do it. And that theſe very Diſciples did, in a 
little Time after, aſcribe this very Title. of the 
4 Knowgr 
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» Knower of the Hearts of all Men to our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, in ſuch a Manner as to imply not only 
his Omniſcience, but his Omnipreſence too, is, 
I think, very plain from Ads i. 24. where after 
they had appointed two, Joſeph and Matthias, to 
fill up the vacant Apoſtolate of Judas, they 
prayed and faid, Thou, Lord, who knoweſt the 
Hearts of all Men, ſhew whether of theſe two thou 
| baſt choſen. Upon which Dr. Clarke has ſaid, 
* It is ambiguous whether theſe Words are di- 
, rected to Chriſt, or to God the Father (a)“. 
But in Order to remove this ſuppoſed Ambi- 
guity, I ſhall offer ſpme convincing Reaſons for 
believing that theſe Words were really directed 
unto Chr. | 

In the firſt Place, it appears that the ſame 
Diſciples in the forecited Text of St. John had, 
but a little before, given the Character of the 
Knower of all Things to Jeſus Chrift, from their 
being convinced that he muſt have known the 
Hearts of Men, from his having diſcovered the 
Secrets of their own. There would then be 
nothing ſtrange or inconſiſtent in their aſcribing 
to him here the fame Character. 

Another Thing, I would juſt remark here, is 
that the original Word a., Which is here 
rendered fbew, is formed from the ſame Verb 
with avidefev which St. Luke had before uſed in 
his Goſpel (5) for our Saviour's appointing the 
Seventy he ſent before his Face. 

Bur the principal Reaſon which might induce 
us to believe that the Diſciples addreſſed them- 
ſelves here to Feſus Chriſt is, becauſe otherwiſe 
the Commiſſion of St. Mathias would have 


(4) Seript. Dor, Ne 6go. (6) Luke x. 1. 
2 \ | had 
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had a kind of Preference above thoſe of the 
eleven. Since he would have received his im- 
mediately from the Father; but they theirs only 
mediately through Chriſt. But to avoid any 
ſuch Diſtinction, for which there can be no Sort 
of Reaſon aſſigned; it is ſafeſt, I believe, to 
conclude that all the Apoſtles did receive their 
Commiſſions from one and the ſame Authority, 
that is, from Chriſt, And conſequently that it 
was he to whom they here directed their Prayers, 
and ſtyled him, the Lord who knows the Heart's 
of all Men. 

There is one Thing more I have to obſerve 
to confirm my Opinion, that it was Jeſus Cbriſt 
to whom the Diſciples here addreſſed them- 
ſelves, that, in the Converſion and Calling of 
St. Paul to the Apoſtleſhip, it was he alone 
which appeared throughout that whole Tranſacti- 
on, ſaying to Ananias in a Viſion, He is a 
choſen Veſſel unto me to bear my Name before the 
Gentiles, and Kings, and Children of Iſrael. For 
T will fhew him how great Things he muſt ſuffer 
for my Name ſake (a). Now if Jeſus Chriſt was 
fo apparently alone concerned in the Calling of 
St. Paul to the Apoſtolate; what tolerable 
Gounds can there be for imagining that he was 
not ſo, in the appointing St. Matthias; and 
why the Apoſtles might not have applied theme 
felves to him upon that Occaſion? And if they 
did direct their Prayer unto him, as the Knower 
of the Hearts of all Men, in Heaven as he is, 
I think the Conſequence is really clear, that they 
muſt have looked upon him not only as Omni- 
ſcient, but as Omnipreſent too. ä 


fa) At ix. 15, 16. 
The 
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The. remaining Text Rev. ii. 23. you ſay, 
Appears to you to be the ſtrongeſt Proof, 
“ in the New Teſtament, of our Saviour's ſup- 
% poſed infinite Perfection. The Argument 
& ariſing from it is this: Knowing the Hearts 
„of Men, in Solomon's Prayer 1 Kings vili. 39. 
« is made peculiar to God: And God claims it 
% as his eminent Glory, Jer. xvii. 10. and 
« yet Jeſus Chriſt declares of himſelf, I am he 
« that ſearcheth the Reins and the Hearts : There- 
<« fore he muſt be one God with the Father.” 
But to this you anſwer, ** Let it be obſerved, 
that God may be ſaid alone to know the 
« Hearts of the Children of Men, becauſe he 
„ knows all Things in the moſt eminent and 
« excellent Manner : But notwithſtanding this, 
« he might communicate the Knowledge of the 
c Hearts of Men to other Beings (a).“ Now 
in theſe laſt Words of yours, there is a great 
deal of Ambiguity : For they may be expound- 
ed to ſignify that God might, if he pleaſes, 
communicate to any other Being what has paſſed 
at any Time in the Heart of another; or what 
what is paſling, or may hereafter paſs in any par- 
ticular Perſon's Mind, occaſionally, as he did 
ſometimes to the Apoſtles: And ſuch a Know- 
Jedge of the Hearts as this you ſeem to make 
our Saviour's to have been (5). 1 

But there is ſtill a higher Senſe which the 
knowing the Hearts of all Men does imply; 
and that is the knowing what has paſſed, what 
is paſſing, and what ſhall at any Time hereafter 
paſs, in the Mind of every individual Perſon, 
in every Moment of Time and Place. And this 


(a) Page 46, (8) Page 45. 
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is that Knowledge of Hearts, our Saviour as to 


his divine Nature .ought to have, in order to 
qualify him to be a proper Judge of the Quick 
and Dead; and to enable him to reward every 
Man according as his Work. ſhall be. Now though 
I will not diſpute the infinite Power of God; 
or prgtend to take upon me to ſay what he 
might, or might not do; yet, I own, I cannot 
help making it very much a Queſtion whether, 
in his infinite Wiſdom, he would ever coinmu- 
nicate ſuch a Power as this to any finite Being 
whatever; when, if we conſider his own infi- 


nite Perfection, there could be no Sort of Occa- 


ſion for it. Eſpecially when we reflect that he 
could not communicate this Power without 


giving the Being to whom he communicates it 


an Omnipreſence alſo. For if our Saviour is in 
Heaven, and yet ſearches. the Reins and the 
Hearts of Men upon Earth, as he in expreſs 
Terms has declared he does, he muſt be in 
Heaven and Earth at the ſame Time ; becauſe 
we, in our finite Comprehenſions, cannot con- 
ceive how any Being can perfectly know what 
is done, in Places, where he himſelf is not pre- 


ſent... But in Order to diſcover more clearly, 
whether our Saviour has the Power of ſearching 


the Reins and the Hearts, in the higheſt Senſe, 
or not, I ſhall examine this Text yet more par- 
ticularly ; and ſhew the egregious Error you 
have been guilty of, in making him ſay that 
he had received it of the Father. | 

As to the Character, the Searcher of the Reins 
and the Hearts, there are many Places in the 
Old Teſtament where it is peculiarly applied to 
God; but none of them are ſo nearly alike to 
this of the Revelations, where it is aſſumed by Chritt 
I himſelf 


* 
— — — 
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himſelf, as that which you have mentioned, Jer: 
xvii. 10. where it is, the Lord ſearch the Heart, 


1 try the Reins, even to give every Man according to 


his Ways, and according to the Fruit of his Doings. 
And in the Place of the Revelations before us it 
is, And all the Churches ſhall know that I am be 
which ſearcheth the Reins and the Hearts, and I will 
ive unto every one of you according to your Works. 
it is very obvious that the Senſe in both Places 
is the ſame, only in the Revelations our Saviour 
ſays,” I am He which ſearcheth the Reins and the 
Hearts. In Jeremiah it is I the Lord (in the 
Hebrew) 1 Jebovab, ſearch the Heart. Now the 
Name Jehovah, I hope, I have before clearly 
proved to be given alſo to our Saviour. Which 
Conſideration, joined to the peremptory Mannet 
in which Chriſt aſſerts the Character of the 
Searcher of Hearts to himſelf, does not leave 
the leaſt Ground for ſurmiſing that he could 
have looked upon himſelf as acting in it, by 
any communicated Power ; but by a Power pro- 
rly and inherently his own. 

If you think he has declared the contrary in 


ſaying, even as I received of my Father ; never was 


Man more notoriouſly miſtaken, For where he 
uſes thoſe Words, he was not ſpeaking at all of 
the Power of ſearching the Reins and the Hearts 
but only of that ſpiritual Power, which as Son 
of Man he was to receive; and was actually in- 
veſted with over all the Kingdoms of the World, 
And in the Execution of which he there pro- 


miſes to make his true and faithful Servants 


Partakers with him. And to prove what I ſay 
to be undeniably true; I ſhall conſider the whole 
Paſſage at large, ard lay before the Reader 


thoſe 


E11 
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thoſe intermediate Verſes which you have o- 


mirted (a): 

Our Saviour, from the 18th to the 23d Verſe 
incluſive, denounces a very ſevere Judgement 
2 the wicked Members of the Church of 

Hat ira; and concludes in the Words above, 
And all the Churches ſball know that Tam He 
which ſearcheth the Reins and the Hearts; and I 
will give unto every one of you according to your 
Warks. Here ends the Denunciation, and then 
there follows, verſe 24, &c. a Promiſe of great 
Mercy and Favour to ſuch of _them as had 
not been drawn away by the wicked Errors of 
others. But unto you I ſay, and unto the reſt in 
Thyatira, as many as have not this Doctrine, and 
which bave not known the Depths of Satan, as 
they ſpeak, I will put upon you none other Burden, 
But that which ye have already, hold faſt, till I 
come. And he that overcometh, and keepeth my 
Works unto the End, to him will I give Power over 
the Nations, (and he ſhall . rule them with a 
Rod of Iron : as the Veſſels of a Potter ſhall they 
be broken to Shivers Y even as I received of my Fa- 
ther. Now a Reader of but common Under- 
ſtanding will eaſily perceive that the Words, 
even as 1 received of my Father, can refer to no- 


thing ſo properly as to the Sentence, 10 him will 


T give Power over the Nations. And not at all 
the Power of ſearching the Reins and the Hearts, 


(a) Dr. Clarke has likewiſe quoted this Place of the 


Revelations, in ſuch a Manner as plainly ſhews that be ima- 
gined aur Saviour there to have acknowledged that he. had 
received the Power of ſearching the Reins and the Hearts 
from his Father. But. with what Propriety, let the impar- 


tial Reader judge from what follows. Ses Script. Doctr. 
No. 669. 


I 2 in 
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in a quite different Paragraph, and ſpoken upon 


a very different Occaſion. But that our Saviour 
did mean only the Power over the Nations, 
which as Son of Man he received of his Father, 
is moſt ſtrongly confirmed from the intervening 
Words, and he ſhall Rule them with a Rod of 
Tron: As the Veſſels of a. Potter ſhall they be 
broken to Shivers ;, which according to the Sep- 
tuagint Verſion, P/alm ii. g. make Part of that 
Power over the Nations, which our Saviour as 
Son of Man was to receive, upon his Inveſtiture 
into his Kingdom, which is particularly ſpoken 

of throughout the ſecond P/al/m; and which he 
here promiſes to impart to his true and faithful 
Servants, even as he had received it of his Fa- 
ther. | 

By this Time, I hope, you are ſatisfied (or at 
leaſt, I hope, the impartial Reader is ſo) that 
our Saviour did not here acknowledge that he 
had received the Power of ſearching the Reins 
and the Hearts from his Father. And conſe- 
quently all that you have ſaid in your Concluſi- 
on, upon Suppoſition that he did, muſt neceſ- 
farily fall to the Ground, 

But you furthermore add that our Saviour's 
Knowledge of the State and Condition of the ſeven 
Churches of Ala, is, Rev. i. 1. ſaid to be given 
by God. And that of the State of the Church 
in general, from thence to the End of the World 
is declared, ch. v. 9. to be the Effect of the 
Merit of his Humiliation and Suffering. And 
they ſung a new Song ſaying, Thou art worthy 
to take the Book, and to open the Seals thereof : 
For thou waſt flain(a). Now as to its being ſaid, 


(a) Page 47- 
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Rev. i. 1. The Revelation of Jeſus Chriſt, which 
God gave unto him: I muſt obſerve that, to- 
wards: the latter End of the ſame Chapter, our 
Saviour is repreſented as appearing in a human 
Shape, though indeed greatly glorified. And 
he ſpeaks of himſelf as one that had ſuffered, 
and been raiſed again, in our human Nature, 
And indeed, in this whole Book, he is generally 
fpoken of, though in Heaven, as appearing and 
acting in that Nature, And conſequently all 
that has been ſaid of him muſt relate to him 
only in Reſpect of one of thoſe Offices, which 
ſtill belong to him even there, as Man, or the 
Son of Mas: Namely, either as to his media- 
torial Office, as being the Mediator between God 
and Man, tbe Man Chriſt Jeſus: Or elſe, as to 
the Execution of the Power of his Kingdom, 


which as Son of Man he received immediately 


upon his Reſurrection, over all Kings and Peo- 
ple of the World: Or, with Relation to that 
Glory and Authority wherewith, as Son of Man 
likewiſe, he is to come, at the End of the 
World, to judge both the Quick and the Dead. 
This, if the Reader thinks fit to examine, he 
will find it, I believe, to be the Truth of the 
Matter. But then, if our Saviour is here 
ſpoken of as to his human Nature, the Revela- 
tion being here called the Revelation of Jeſus 
Chrift which God gave unto him, will no more 
amount to a Denial 'of his Divinity, than his 
acknowledging, whilſt he lived a Man upon 
Earth, and ſpake of himſelf as ſuch, that the 
DeZtrine which he taught was not his, but his 

Father's that ſent him. 
As to his being ſaid, ch. v. 9. to have ap- 
peaied upon the Throne as a Lamb that had 
| I 3 been 
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been ſlain; I anſwer that he could nat ſurely 
have taken a more appoſite Figure. For. if the 
four and twenty Elders were, as is ſuppoſed 

the common Repreſentatives of the Jewiſh and 
Chriſtian Church (a), what cauld be a more pro- 
per Appearance for our Saviour to have aſſumed 
than that of a Lamb that had been ſlain ? 
Whereby he manifeſtly ſhewed the ſtriẽt Con- 
nexion between thoſe two Churches ; and that the 
Paſchal Lamb offered up yearly under the Moſaic 
Inſtitution was only a Type or Shadow of that 
true Lamb of God, which was to be offered up 
once, for the Sins of all Mankind in general, 
But then this plainly alludes to what he ſuffered 
in our human Nature. And conſequently, if 
by his Power to open the Seals of the Book, we 
muſt, as. you ſay, underſtand the Power of 
knowing the State of the Church in general to 
the End of the World, which he received from 
him that ſat upon the Throne: Yet did he re- 
ceive it only as to his human Nature. With 
Reſpect to which, I believe, no one was ever ſo 
abſurd as to ſay, or even imagine, that he knew 
the Counſels of the Divine Will any further 
than they were communicated to him. But then 
if this was ſpoken of him as to his human Na- 
ture, in Regard only to which it was neceſſary 
for St. Jobn to have ſpoken of him here, upon 
account of thoſe Offices which in that Nature he 
ſtill ſuſtains in Heaven; how does this prove 
that he did not know all Things, in that Na- 
ture wherein he was with God in the Beginning? 
even that Nature whereby, I hope, I have proved 


(a) Boſſuet, ſur Apocalypſe, ch. iv. 4. 
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him to be eternal; or, at leaſt, have ſhewed 
that your Arguments do not diſprove it (a). 

The next Attribute, ſuppoſed, as you ſay, 
to be aſcribed to Chriſt, is Omnipreſence, or 
his being preſent in all Places. The Texts, 
brought to prove it, you add, are theſe : Vbere 
two or three are gathered together in my Name, 
there am I in the midſ# of them, Matth. xviii. 
20. and, Lo I am with you always, even to the 
End of the World, Matth. xxviii. 20. Upon 
which you argue: It is granted that Chriſt 
* is perfectly acquainted in Heaven with the 
Wants of his People upon Earth; but then 
<« jt does not follow from hence, that he fills 
« Heaven and Earth as the ſupreme God and 
« Father of All. Chriſt's Preſence with his 
* Diſciples is ſufficiently accounted for by his 
« ſending the Spirit of the Father to ſupport and 
* comfort them in Time of Need. He may 


cc E be ſaid to be with his Diſciples, as 


e has received Power from the Father to aſ- 
e fiſt them with the Holy Spirit (5), Read 
over again, I beg of you, what 1 have here 
quoted from you, with ſtrict Attention; and ſe- 
riouſly examine your Heart, whether you are 
really ſatisfied ; or whether you can in Conſci- 
ence expect that any unprejudiced Reader ſhould 
be ſatisfied, with ſuch a paraphraſtical Expoſition 
as you haye here taken the Liberty to give. 
What! when our Saviour ſays, without any Me- 
taphor or Figure whatever, but in as plain Words 
as can be uſed, Where two or three are 7 
togetber in my Name, there am I in the Midjt of 


(a) See what has been ſaid upon Rev. i. 11. Col. i. 


15. FJohni. 1. (6) Page 48. 
I 4 them, 
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them, are we to look upon this his promiſed 
Preſence 10 be ſufficiently accounted for by bis ſend- 
ing the Spirit of the Father to ſupport and comfort 
them in Time of Need? Or when, upon his 
having given his Commiſſion to his Apoſtles, 
he promiſed to be always with them in the Exe- 
cution of it, ſaying, Lo, I am with you always, 
even unto the End of the Werld Are we to believe, 
that be may properly be ſaid to be with his Diſciples, 
as be has received Power from the Father to afſift 
them with his Holy Spirit; when there is not 
the leaſt Mention of his ſending the Holy Spirit, 
or even of his having received him from the 
Father upon either of theſe Occaſions ? Neither 
was he ſpeaking of the many Dangers and diſ- 
couraging Difficulties they would meet with, in 
propagating his Doctrine in the World; when 
the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Spirit might indeed 
have been more particularly neceſſary; but only 
about ſome Rules to be obſerved by them in 
the governing, and the Method to be purſued 
in the founding of his Church. And theſe are 
Things which I do not remember that he has 
ever promiſed to do by the Mediation of the 
Holy Spirit; but always immediately by him- 
ſelt, as being Head of the Church. 

Beſides, in the former Part of the Words ! 
have quoted from you, you have expreſſed your- 
ſelf very ambiguouſly. The Queſtion is, whe- 
ther thoſe Words of our Saviour to his Diſci- 
ples, Where two or three are gathered together 
in my Name, there am I in the Midi of them, 
and, Lo, I am with you always, even unto the 
End of the World: are a Proof of our Saviour's 
Omnipreſence or nat. In anſwer to which, you 
cooly ſay, I is granted that Chriſt is per ſclih ac- 
quainted 


== 

ainted in Heaven with the Wants of bis People 
upon Earth. Now in the Word, acquarnted, lies 
the Ambiguity, I juſt before hinted at; for al- 
though, to be perfectly acquainted, with, does 
alſo ſignify to know perfectly; yet does it often 
ſignify to know only upon the Information of 
others. And what makes me object to the Uſe 
of it here is, becauſe it might miſlead a preju- 
diced or incurious Reader to imagine that the 
Knowledge our Saviour has in Heaven of what 
is done upon Earth, to be only ſuch. Whereas 
the Texts themſelves, if literally underſtood (and 
what Right any one has to expound them in any 
other Way, I cannot diſcover) do not afford the 
leaſt Foundation for any ſuch Suppoſition. Since, 
in as clear Words as can be conceived, he has ſaid, 
Jam in the midſt ; and I am with you always even 
to the End of the World, Which imply, if Words 
have any Meaning, his being perſonally preſent, 
And if our Saviour, in Heaven as he is, is yet 
perſonally preſent wherever two or three are ga- 
thered together upon Earth, in his Name, then 
muſt he not only know what is doing there, by 
himſelf, and not upon the Information of others; 
but muſt be likewiſe Omnipteſent. For whoever 
is in Heaven and Earth at one and the ſame Time, 
muſt be allowed to be in every Place beſides. Theſe 
are Concluſions which your following Diſtinction 
will not at all weaken : Where, after having ſaid, 
Ht is granted that Chriſt is perfectly well acquainted 
in Heaven with the Wants of his People u pox 
EARTH; you add, But it does not follow from 
hence, that he fills Heaven and Earth as the ſu- 


preme God and Father of all. What you could 


intend by this Diſtinction, I freely own, I do 
not comprehend, If you meant that Chriſt's 


perfect 
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perfect Acquaintance in Heaven with the Wants 
of his People upon Earth, was derived to him 
from the Information of others, it was quite 
vnneceſſary. But if you admitted that Chriſt 
in Heaven, from his own Knowledge, knew what 
was doing upon Earth ; which would be a plain 
Conceſſion that he is in both Places, . in one and 
the ſame Time; becauſe, as I have before ob- 
ſerved, we cannot conceive how any Perſon can, 
from his own Knowledge, know what is done in 
any Place where he is not; and from whence may 
be drawn the ſame Concluſion as juſt above in 
Favour of his Omnipreſence ; then muſt you 
have imagined that Chriſt might be in ſome de- 
gree Omnipreſent, though not in ſq perfect and 
compleat a Manner, ag be 2 Cod and Fa- 
ther of all. How there can be Degrees in Omni- 

eſence, I own, I cannot conceive : Only al- 
ow our Saviour to be Omnipreſent at all; and 


J am fatisfied, and will not interrupt you in 


ſettling the Degrees of it intirely to your own 
Satisfaction. And proceed to read according to 
your Deſire the Texts that follow. | 
The firſt of which that I ſhall. take Notice of 

is Jobn iii. 13. which you own does, according 
to our Tranſlation, ſeem to ſignify that our Savi- 
our, ever whilſt he was upon Earth, was at the 
ſame Time in Heaven. The Words whereof 
are theſe, And no Man hath aſcended up to Heaven, 
but he that came down from Heaven, even ths 
Son of Man who is in Heaven, To which you 
object, and ſay, that the laſt Clauſe may be 
rendered, which was in Heaven, for the Truth of 
which you appeal to the Learned (a). Now, not 
{a) Dr. Clarke has obſerved that the original Words are 
ambiguous, though ke owns the Interpretation, who is in 
| to 
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to have any critical Diſpute. with you; let it be 
granted that 4, will ſometimes admit of being 
tranſlated, which was; yet, were we even to allow 
that they ought to be ſo here, 1 hope, by what 

I have to ſay upon the following Text, to be 
able to proye that they would not amount to 4 
Denial of his Omnipreſence, 

As to John vi. 62. What and if ye ſball ſee 
the Son of Man aſcend up where be was before, 
which, in your Note at the Bottom of your 49th 
Page, you deſire might be compared with ſome 
Texts you had mentioned before, namely Jaobn 
xvi. 28. where Chriſt ſays of himſelf, I came 
from the Father, and am come into the World J 
again I leave the World and go t0 the Father, I | 
came down from Heaven, John vi, 38. with many | 
more to the ſame Purpoſe. Upon which I muſt | 
obſerve that, though our Saviour in ſaying, What 
end if ye ſball ſee the Son of Man aſcend up where | 
be was before; that be came from his Father; and 
went 1o his Father , that be came down | from 
Heaven, and the like, does ſeem to repreſent 
himſelf as being upon ſame Occaſions more par- 
ticularly preſent in one Place than another; and 
as moving from one Place to another: yet does 
not all this amount to a Proof that he is not Om- 
nipotent ; becauſe it is no more than what is, in 
the Old Teſtament, very often ſaid of God him- 
ſelf, Ownipotent as he confeſſedly is. I ſhall give 
only one or two of the many Inſtances of it. 
The Lord came down to ſee the City and Tower 
which the Children of Men builded, Gen. ii. 5. 


Heaver, to be mote natural. But, in my Opinion, nothing 
can well be more forced than his Expoſition of them. 
Script. Doctr. No. 575. . X 
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Iwill go and return to my Plate, till they acknow- 
ledge their Offence, and ſeek my Face: in their 
Ajjiftion they will ſeek me early, Hoſea v. 15. 


Wpherefore, if, upon the whole, it ſhall be made 


appear in the Courſe of that Remark, that Feſus 
Chriſt is indeed both of the divine and human 
Nature, then will his ſaying that he came down 
from Heaven, or that he was in Heaven, or that 
be would aſcend up to Heaven where be was before, 
no more diſprove his Omnipreſence, than its 
being ſaid of God that he came down to ſee the 
City and Tower which the Children of Men builded, 
or his ſaying of himſelf, I will go and return to 


my Place, that is, to the Place where he was do- 


fore, will deny his Omnipreſence. 

But I proceed to your next Objection, which 
is this, © Omnipotence, or a Power of doing 
4% all things, i is ſuppoſed to be aſcribed to Chriſt, 


«© Rev. i. 8. but I have already proved, that 


this Text does not belong to Chrift, but to 
« God, There is no Text where he is deſcribed 
« by the Attribute of Almighty (a).“ When I 
conſidered what you faid in your 41ſt Page in or- 
der to prove that this Text did not belong to 
Chriſt, but to God; I gave, I hope, ſome very 
convincing Proofs, that it was our Saviour him- 
ſelf, in his divine Nature, the efficient Cauſe of 
all things; and by which alone, for ought we 
can know, it is that the Godhead can make it- 
ſelf viſible, that ſat upon the Throne. And con- 
ſequently that it was to him that the high Cha- 
rater was attributed, which is, which was, and 
which is to come, the Almighty. But admittin 
that he is not deſcribed by the Attribute of af. 
mighty; yet is it, becauſe it was very frequently 
(a) Page 49. 
neceſſary 
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neceſſary to ſpeak of him only, in Reſpect of 
thoſe Offices which as Man he did, and does ſtill 
ſuſtain, in order to our eternal Salvation: and as 
ſuch indeed he is therefore more generally ſpoken 
of. Upon which Occaſions, it could not in Reaſon 
be expected that he ſhould have been deſcribed 
by the Attribute of Almighty, however properly 
it might belong to him, as to his divine Nature. 
But ſuppoſing that he is not in direct Terms cal- 
led Almighty; yet I believe the Inferences would 
not be yery much ſtrained, which would conclude 
that Perſon-to be ſo, of whom it is written, By 
him were all things created that are in Heaven, and 
that are in Earth, viſible and inviſible, whether 
they be Thrones, or Dominions, or Principalities, 
or Powers: all things are created by bim, and for 
bim. And he is before all things, and by him all 
things conſiſt (a). And again, who uphboldeth all 
things by the Word of his Power (b). This J hope is 
ſufficient to make it appear that although the high 
Title of Almighty may not be expreſsly aſcribed 
to Chriſt, yet that it may notwithſtanding very 
properly belong to him. | 

I ſhall therefore now go on to the laſt Attri- 
bute which you ſay has been ſuppoſed to be 
aſcribed to him, which is Immutability, or the 
unchangeable Nature of the only true God. And 
then you add, The Texts brought to prove this 
are Heb. i. 12. Xiii. 8. Now in order to ſhew 
that Heb. i. 12, cannot belong to Chrift, you 
tell us that the Deſign of the Apoſtle, in this 
Caapter, is to prove to the Hebrews that our Sa- 
viour Chriſt is a Perſon ſuperior, in Dignity, to 
Angels, And after he has confirmed this by ſe- 


(a) Col. i. 16, 17. (6) Heb, i. z. : 
veral 
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veral Quotations from the Old Teſtament, you 
ſay that then he addreſſes himſelf ro God, who 
had conferred this Dignity upon him; and cele- 
| brates his Power and unchangeable Duration in 
the roth, 11th, 12th Verſes; And then you give 
this Reaſon, why it is not likely that the Apoſtle 
ſhould apply to Chrift what is contained in the 
1oth, 1ith, and 12th Verſes z becauſe he had 
declared, Verſe 2. that God by his Son made the 
Worlds, and ſo would be guilty of needleſs Re- 
. petition (a). Now this laſt Objection cannot be 
ſ, becauſe the Apoſtle, without the leaſt Im- 
putation of Tautology, may very properly be 
allowed till further to confirm, from the Word 
of God himſelf, recited in the tenth and following 
Verſes, what he had before been ſaying of the 
infinite Power of Feſus Chriſt, in the ſecond, 
But, in this your Account of this Place, you 
have made the Apoſtle guilty of ſuch an abrupt 
Apoltrophe, and ſuch an unexpected and un- 
common Change of Perſons, as can ſcarcely be 
1 in any one, who but deſerves the 
Name of an Author. And to make this appear, 
as convincing as poſlible, I ſhall ſet down that 
Part of the Chapter which more immediately 
concerns our preſent Purpoſe. In the ſeventh and 
two following Verſes it is, And of the Angels, 
He, that is God, ſaith, Who maketh bis Angels 
Spirits, and bis Miniſters a Flame of Fire. But 
unto the Son, Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and 
ever; a Scepier of Righteouſneſs is the Scepter of 
thy Kingdom: Thou has loved Righteouſneſs, and 
bated Iniquity ; therefore God, even thy God, hath 
auointed thee with the Oil of Gladneſs above thy 


(a) Page 49, 50. 


Fellows, 
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Fellows, It is very obvious that it is God wh 
ſpeaks what is ſaid of Angels and of the Son in 
the foregoing Verſes, And then follows what is 
in the toth, r1ith, and 12th. ' And, Thon, Lord, 
in the Beginning haſt laid the Foundation of the 
Earth; and the Heavens are the Work of thy 
Hands. They ſhall periſh, but thou remaineſt: and 
they ſhall wax Old as doth a Garment , And as a 
Veſture ſhalt thou fold them up, and they ſhall be 
changed , but thou art the ſame, and thy Years fball 
not fail. In theſe laſt Words you have made the 
Apoſtle, by a very abrupt Apoſtrophe, addreſs 
himſelf to God who had conferred this Dignity 
upon Chriſt, and celebrates bis Power and unchange- 
able Duration. And then in the thirteenth Verſe, 
by full as ſtrange and unexpected a Change of 
Perſon, he makes God to ſpeak again: But to 
which of the Angels ſaid he, that is God, at any 
Time, Sit on my Right Hand, until 1 make thine 
Enemies thy Foolſtool. This would be ſuch a per- 
plexed Manner of Writing, that I cannot per- 
ſwade myſelf the Apoſtle would ever have fallen 

into it. 

- Beſides if we look upon the Beginning of the 
* tenth Verſe we may eaſily diſcern that the Co- 
pulative, and, is by no Means there redundant 
which it muſt neceſſarily be to make your Ex- 
poſition right; but ſo connects the 10th, 11th, 
and 12th Verſes with the 8th and gth, as plain- 
ly to ſhew that it is God who is introduced as 
ſpeaking in both Places; and that too of the 
ſame Perſon. And, that is to the Son again, to 
whom he juſt before had been ſpeaking, He 
faith, Thou Lord, in the Beginning haſt laid the 
Foundation of the Earth, &c. By this Means the 
whole Diſcourſe would be very natural and well 
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ronnected; but if we were to ſuppoſe that rhe 
Apoſtle addreſſed himſelf to God in the tenth 
Verſe, and not that God ſpake there to Jeſus 
Chriſt his Son, nothing ſure could ever be more 
abrupt and unneceſſary. For what particular 
Inducement could he have had; or what End 
could it have anſwered for him to have ſo ab- 
ruptly ſaid to God, Thou, Lord, in the Beginning 
baſt laid the Foundation of the Earth, &c. only 
becauſe he had conferred that Dignity upon Chriſt, 
which is mentioned in the ninth Verſe? And 
how ſudden and unnatural the Tranſition again 
from the twelfth to the thirteenth Vſerſe muſt 
be, every Reader of but common Diſcernment . 
will be able at the firſt Glance to diſcover. I 
may therefore, .I believe, ſafely make this Con- 
cluſion from what has been already ſaid, that, 
ſince the Reaſons are ſo convincing that the A- 
poſtle did really mean that thoſe Words of the 
tooth, 12th, and 12th Verſes, Thou, Lord, in 
the Beginning haſt laid the Foundation of the 
Earth; and the Heavens are the Works of thy 
Hands. They ſhall periſh but thou remaineſt: And 
they ſhalt wax Old as doth a Garment ;, and as a 
Veſture ſhalt thou fold them up, and they ſhall be 
changed; but thou art the ſame and thy Years 
Hall not fail: were ſpoken likewiſe of the Son; 
they do carry with them the cleareſt Evidence of 
his Divinity; and conſequently of his Immu— 
tability. 5 | 

And now I ſhall take under Conſideration the 
remaining Text you mentioned, as having been 
alledged in Favour of our Saviour's Immutabi- 
lity, Heb. xiii. 8. Feſus Chriſt, the ſame Yeſter- 
day, and To Day, and for ever. Upon which you 
ſay, ** That rhe Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt 2 — 
| = «© ſame 
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ce {ame Yeſterday, and To Day, and for ever, may 
« be admitted as true; but that is not the 
<« meaning of this particular Text, for the A- 
<« poſtle is here ſpeaking not of the Perſon, but 
«© the Doctrine of Feſus Chriſt (a).“ The ſaying 
that it may be admitted as true, that the Perſon 
of Jeſus Chriſt is the ſame Yeſterday, and To Day, 
and for ever, is nothing to the Purpoſe, Be- 
cauſe thoſe, who alledged this Text in Favour of 
our Saviour's Immutability, undoubtedly did it 
as imagining that it did imply the He was ab- 
ſolutely immutable, as being of the Divine Na- 
ture; not liable in himſelf to change; nor ſub- 
ject to be changed by any external Power what- 
ever. But you have anſwered as if they had 
meant only an adventitious Kind of Immutabi- 
lity ;; ſuch as every Man, when faxed in his fu- 
ture State, may expect: When he ſhall be no 
longer ſubje&t to any further Alteration or 
Change in his Perſon. For this only, I take 
it, could have been your Meaning in | it 
may be admitted as true that the 7 of Jeſus 
Chriſt is the ſame Yeſterday, and To Day, and for 


ever, For had you intended any thing elſe it 


would have been giving up the Point in Queſ- 
tion, 
The Expreſſion Jeſus Chriſt the ſame Yeſterday, 
and To Day, and for ever, is indeed very uncom- 
mon, ſcarcely perhaps uſed, throughout the whole 
Scripture, in any Place beſides: And here ſeem- 
ingly, without any. thing to connect it, with 
what immediately precedes of follows. And in 
a Chapter which conſiſts, for the moſt Part, of 


(a) ay 50. See Dr. Clarke's Comment on forty ſelect 
Texts to 


ſame Manner this Author has done. 


K detached 


r. Nelſen, No. 30. where it is expounded in the 


„„ 
detached Pieces of Inſtruction, which ſcem to 
have no great Connexion with, or Dependance 
upon each other: all which contribute to mike 
it appear, at firſt Sight, very uncertain, in what 
Senſe the Apoſtle has uſed it here. However, 
I believe, u _—_ a proper Inquiry we ſhall find 
enough to fatisfy us, that he did not deſign by 
it, the Immutability either of the Perfon or 
Doctrine of Feſus Chrift ; but of his Will. 

The firſt Part of the Verſe immediately pre- 
ceding, in our Tranſlation, is rendered, Re- 
member them which have the Rule over you, who 
have ſpar en unto you the Word of God, Here the 
Word ;yvuirwr is tranſlated in the preſent Tenſe, 
which have the Rule over you, as if he had or- 
dered them to remember thoſe that were then 
their ſpiritual Rulers (till alive. Whereas it ap- 
pears from the whole Tenor of the Verſe thar 
he meant ſuch as had been their ſpiritual Rulers, 
then Dead; which is more particularly evident 
from the Jatter Part of the Verſe, where he ſays, 
whoſe Faith imitate conſidering rTyy u the 
End or Iſſue 135 aveceo03s of their Lives (a), for 
jo it might be tranſlated upon.the Authority of 
Heſſcbius. Which plainly ſhews that the A- 
poltle ſpoke of Men that were dead, ſo that the 
whole Verſe might be rendered, Remember them 
who have been your Rulers, who. have ſpoken unto 
you the Word of Cod: Wheſe Faith imitate, confider- 
ing the End of their Lives, that is, conſidering 
how gloriouſly they ended their Lives, in fo wil- 
lingly ſubmitting to ſuffer the worlt of Deaths, 
through their Faith in the good' Promiſes of 
Yon Cui; for this J take to be the meaning 


(4) ararropn;, Cong, Heſych. 
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of the Word Faith in this Place. And, by thoſe 
ſpiritual Rulers mentioned in the Beginning of 
the Verſe, he is ſuppoſed to have meant the 
Proto-Martyrs, ſuch as St. Stephen and St. James 
and others, who had boldly ſuffered for Chriſt's 
Sake (a). 

If this that I have here given be a right Expoli- 
tion of this Text, then was it an Exhortation, to 
the Hebrew Chriſtians not to faint or renounce their 
Religion, upon account of any Difficulties or 
Terrors that might threaten them, for the ſtrict 
Profeſſion or Practice thereof. And then the 
Words following, Jeſus Chriſt the ſame Yeſter- 
day, and To Day, and for ever, would have af- 
forded them great Encouragement . for their ſo 
doing; becaule they might be aſſured, if Jeſus 
Chriſt changes not, but is the ſame: Yeſterday, 
and To Day, and for ever, that the ſame Hope 
and Expectation of the ſame Rewards await all 
thoſe, who ſhall at any Time ſuffer, in any 
Age of the Church, as did thoſe who have al- 
ready done ſo, for the Truth and Righteouſneſs 
Sake, Hence we have very good Reaſon for 
believing that it muſt have been the Immutabili- 
ty of the Will, not of either the Perſon or Doctrine 
of Jeſus Chriſt, that the Apoſtle here intended, 
and conftquently that he muſt have looked upon 
him as really and properly immutable, 

But to expound Jeſus Chriſt the ſame Yeſterday, 
and To Day and for ever figuratively, by the 
Doctrine of Feſus Chriſt the ſame Yeſterday, and to 
Day, and for ever, would, to ſay no more of it, 
be confeſſedly raking a very great Liberty; 
and ſuch, by which we may, many Times, make the 


(a) See Dr. Mills. 
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Scriptures ſpeak juſt what we pleaſe. And there- 
fore is what ought not to be lightly or cauſeleſsly 
allowed; eſpecially where any important Point 
of Doctrine is in Queſtion ; and when, as here, 
the Words will very well admit of being inter- 
preted in a literal Waxy. 

There are ſome few miſcellaneous Obſerva- 
tions, which follow, relating to 7eſus Chriſt, 
which I ſhall likewiſe conſider, You fay it has 
been urged further, in Proof of our Saviour's 
Divinity, that ſuch Works are aſcribed'to him, 
in Scripture, as are peculiar to the great God of 


Heaven and Earth, namely, Creation and Pre- 


ſervation, to which you reply, Let it be ob- 
* ſerved, that our Saviour is never ſtiled Crea- 
* tor of Heaven and Earth (a).“ And yet St. 
Jobn has expreſsly ſaid, Without him was not any 
thing made that was made. ho, ER 
But if you mean that he is never ſtiled Crea- 
tor of Heaven and Earth as independent of the 
Father, it is, I believe, very true; and there is 
very good Reaſon for it, becauſe, had he been 
ſpoken of as the Creator of Heaven and Earth, 
independent of the Father, it would have been 
almoſt impoſſible to have prevented People from 
worſhiping him as an independent God; if not 
even to the ſetting aſide the Father himſelf. For 
as in Scripture the Maker of Heaven and Earth 
is the Characteriſticx of the true God: ſo the 


not being Makers of them is that of the falſe 


ones (5). And if it is ſaid that God did make 
the Worlds by Jeſus Chriſt; this might prove him 
to have been the efficient Cauſe of all things, yet 


is it lar from being a neceſſary Conſequence that 


(a) Page 51. (6) Jer. x. 11. 
| "ot 
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he did not exiſt before every thing that any wiſe 
received its Being, that is, that he is not eternal. 
And in the 44 Chapter of Iſaiab, which — 
quoted, though God there ſpeaks of himſelf 
the Creator of Heaven and Earth; yet does he 
not do it in ſuch a Way as to ſet forth the juſt 
Manner of bis Exiſtence; but only as diſtin- 
guiſhing himſelf from the falſe Gods of the Hea- 
then. He who calleth things which be not, as though 
they were, there addreſſes himſelf to'Cyrus, many 
Ages before he was born : and acquaints him, that 
he, the God worſhiped by the Jews, and who 
wrote theſe things of him, was the true God, 
the Creator of Heaven and Earth; and not the 
Gods erroneouſly worſhiped by the Nations of the 
World: and more eſpecially thoſe that were wor- 
ſhiped by his own People. 

The ſame may be ſaid upon Deut. xxxii. 12. 
which you deſign as a more eſpecial Inſtance that 
God may be ſaid to do a thing alone; and yet 
employ an inferior Agent; where it is written, 


The Lord alone did lead him, and no firange God © 


with him, For ſuppoſing the laſt Part of the 
Verſe to refer either to Jacob or to his Family, or 
to God himſelf; it will be very clear, that the 
Intention of Moſes could only have been to de- 
clare that it was the Lord alone, whom they and 
their Fore-fathers worſhiped, who was the Con- 
ductor and Guide of them and their Predeceſſors; 
and the Beſtower of all thoſe Bleſſings upon them, 
which he enumerates in the two following Verſes, 
without any Aſſiſtance or Concurrence of any 
ſtrange or falſe God whatever. The Word alone 
therefore, in this Place, does not ſo peculiarly 
relate to God, as to imply that he might not, if 
he had pleaſed, have made uſe of the Miniſtry of 
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an Angel or of Maſes, in bringing his People out 
of Egypt; and yet be very conſiſtently ſaid to 


have done it himſelf; but only that it was of 


him alone, and not of any falſe God that it was 
done. But when he ſo expliciily expreſſes him- 
ſelf, as he does in Iſaiah to Cyrus, as to ſay, 1 
ſpread abroad the Earth By MySELF, and, J. 
EVEN MY HanDs, have flretched out the Heavens, 
if Words have any Meaning, they muſt neceſſa- 
rily imply that he did it truly and properly him- 
ſelf, without the intermediate Application of any 
inferior Agent. From hence, I preſume, we 
may fairly draw this Concluſion, that Jeſus Chriſt 
muſt neceſſarily be the ſame with the Perſon who 
ſpeaks through owt this whole Tranſaction, in his 


Nature, in his eternal Power and Godhead. 


Since St. Paul has ſo expreſsly applied to him 
thoſe Words of the 102d Pſalm. Thou, Lord, in the 
Beginning hoſt laid the Foundation of the Earth, 
and the Heavens are the Work of thine Hands. And 
conſequently that, though, in direct Terms, he 


may not be called the Creator of Heaven and 


Earth, yet in Fact he really is ſo. And if our 
Saviour is thus the Creator of all things, there 


needs no more to be ſaid to prove him to be the 


Preſerver of them alſo. And St. Paul might 
very juſtly ſay that, by him all things conſiſt (a). 
And that he upboldeth all things by the Word of bis 
Power (b). His Power, in this laſt Text, you 
tell us, means the Power of God the Father (c). 
This you have ſaid, as Dr. Clarke had done be- 
fore you, without producing the leaſt Authority 
in ſupport of your Opinion. Whereas neither 
Dr. Mills nor his Editor Kuſter do mention their 
(a) Cel. i. 17. (b) Heb. i. 3. (c) Page 52. Script. Dodr. 
50. Be; 
having 
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havitig found ſo much as one ſingle Copy or Edi- 
tion, where it was read, or any ancient eccleſiaſti- 
cal Writer who ever expounded it ſo as you have 
done. Welſtenius, has indeed informed us that, 
in a Fragment of a Manuſcript Copy, of about 
the XIth Century, avrs was without an Aſpirate: 
And moreover, that Eraſmus had expounded it, 
in that Senſe : And that Colinæus, in his Edition, 
which for the molt Part he publiſhed after Eraſ- 
muss Copy, had ſo printed it ( Proleg. vol. I. 
141.) But, in his Readings, 'he does not inform 
us of his having found any one ancient eccle- 
ſiaſtical Writer, who had either ſo read, or ex- 
pounded it, Yet he has given a very remarkable 
Quotatioa from Philo Judæus, and very much 
to the Purpoſe; a Tranſlation of which I ſhall 
lay before the Reader. * Nothing material is 
„ ſo ſtrong as to be able to ſuſtain the Weight 
« of the World; but the eternal Word of the 
&« eternal God is the firmeſt and ſureſt Support 
of the Whole.” (De Plantat. Noe, 330, 39.) 
However, admitting that the Word may be 
capable of bearing your Expoſition : Yet ſurely 
there would be no Impropriety in underſtanding 
it here, as meaning that that Perſon of the Di- 
vine Nature did uphold all Things by his Power, 
by whom we- are aſſured that all Things were 
created; and that without bim was not any Thing 
made that was made, Eſpecially ſince the ſame 
Apoſtle has, upon another Occaſion, likewiſe 
exprelsly ſaid, that by b1m all Things conſiſt, Col, 
1. 1 
What has been ſaid is, I hope, ſufficient to 
take off the Force of thoſe Objections you have 
made to thoſe Texts, wherein Feſus Chrijt is 
ſpoken of as the Creator and Upholder of all 
K 4 "" 
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Things. But there are ſtill ſome further Obſer- 
vations, which you have alledged in Support of 
— Objections, which I ſhall now likewiſe con- 
ſider. 

Lou ſay, It is very remarkable, that in all 
te thoſe Paſſages, where our Saviour is deſcribed 
« with the moſt exalted Characters, there is al- 
« ways ſomething, either in the Form of the 
« Expreflion, or in the Context, or in both, 
that clearly diſtinguiſhes him from his God 
« and Father (a).“ This in thoſe Texts I have 
already had Occafion to take Notice of, I have 
proved to be only true either as to his human 

ature, or as to his Perſon in reſpect of his Divine; 
but let us examine what you have alledged fur- 
ther in Confirmation of this your Remark. 

You ſay, that “ in the firſt Chapter of St. 
% Paul to the Coloſſians, which is ſuppoſed to 
« contain as high Characters of Jeſus Chriſt as 
„% are to be found in any one Chapter of the 
„New Teſtament; yet, verſe 15. he declares 
% that Chriſt is the Image of the inviſible God, 
„ which is a Character abſolutely inconfiſtent 
« with the Notion of his ſupreme Godhead (5).” 
This whole Text I have before conſidered, and 
have proved that 7eſus Chriſt might be ſaid to be 
the Image of the inviſible God, without its be- 
mg abſolutely inconſiſtent with the Notion of his 
ſupreme Goabead. And as to the remaining Part, 
where our. Saviour is called the Firſt Born of 
every Creature: Which you ſay, naturally 
* ſignifies the firſt Being whom God produced 
* or created (a); I have already ſhewed that 
Beza has from it proved his eternal Generation, 
and that Dr. Clarke has thought it worthy of 
Obſervation, that St. Paul does not here call our 

(a) Page 52. (6) ibid. 


Saviour, 


, SAS 4 AT. i ad. , Sr 


th. Rd? 


15 


1 137 
Saviour, weuldxl150, the firſt created; but ire, 
the firſt born. And in all Probability he had 
very juſt Reaſon for his Remark ; becauſe it 
may be very much queſtioned whether the Word 


geld rox: does ever properly ſignify: the firſt 
created, as you hade here expounded it. 


There is only one Text more remaining, of 
which I ſhall now take Notice, and that is Cal. 
ii. 3. In whom are bid all the Treaſures of Wiſdom 


and Knowledge. Which you paraphraſe in this 


Manner, In whom (namely Chriſt) are bid all 
« the Treaſures of Wiſdom and Knowledge ; that 
« is, Chriſt is perfectly acquainted with every 
« Thing relating to the Goſpel Diſpenſation, 
« about which he, the Apoſtle, had been ſpeak- 
<« ing, Verſe the 2d(a).” I ſhall ſet down the 
firſt, together with the ſecond Verſe, you have 
here referred to, to ſhew the Reader the free 
Manner, in which you take upon you to ex- 
pound the Scriptures; and alſo how very far 
fetched and imaginary your Expoſition is. In 
the firſt Verſe, he ſays, For I would that ye knew 
what great Conflitt I bave for you, and for them 
at Laodicea, and for as many as have not ſeen my 
Face in the Fleſh: And then in the Second, he 
tets them know what was the Aim of his great 


Conflict; That their Hearts might be comforted, 


being knit together in Love, and unto all Riches of 
tbe full Aſſurance of Underſtanding, to the Acknows- 
tedgement of the Myſtery of God, and of the Fa- 
ther, and of Chriſt; in whom are hid all the Trea- 
fares of Wiſdom and Knowledge, Or who, ac- 
cording to your Expoſition, is perfectly ac- 
quainted with every Thing relating to the Goſ- 


(a) Page 53. 


pel 
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pel Diſpenſiation. And then he adds in the 
fourth Verſe, And this I ſay, left any Man ſhould 
beguile you with enticing Words, Now it is very 
manifeſt, from this laſt Verſe, that his great 
Conflict, his earneſt Solicitude, in Behalf of all 
theſe mentioned in the firſt, was, that they might 
be ſo perfectly inſtructed, and fo thoroughly 
eſtabliſhed, in the Truths of the Chriſtian 
Religion, as not to be liable to be eaſily drawn 
aſide by any ſeducing Teachers. But then, 
if this was what the Apoſtle here intended, 
as I think it is evident that it was; what Occa- 
ſion was there for him, or what: End or Pur- 
pole could it have anſwered, to tell the Cotofſians, 
that 7eſus Chriſt was perfectly acquainted with 
every Thing relating to the Goſpe] Diſpenſation? 
Beſides, had it been really his Intention to have 
informed them of. this, the Manner of Expreſ- 
ſion would be ſo very much out of the Way, 
that I cannot eaſily be perſwaded that the Apoſtle 
would ever have mace Uſe of it. What! when 
he only deſigned to tell them that Chriſt was 
. perfefily acquainted with every Thing relating to 
the Goſpel Diſpenſation: Can any one believe that 
he would ever have expreſſed himſelf ſo very 
1mproperly, as to ſay that in him are hid all the 
Treaſures of Wiſdem and Knowledge? The A- 
poltle therefore muſt have had ſome other Mean- 
ing in thole Words, than what you have appre- 
hended. And if the Relative, whom, muſt ne- 
ceſſarily be referred to Chriſt (a); ſo that we are 
to underſtand that in him all the Treaſures of 
. Wiſdom and Knowledge are ſaid to be hid: 


(a) Dr. Clarke ſays that it is ambiguous whether this re- 
fers to the Father, or to Chriſt; but more probably, to 
Chriſt, Script, Doctr. No. 644. 

Then 
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Then is it much more natural to believe, that 
he ſpake in Reſpect of his Incarnation, whereby 
the divine Nature was in an ineffable Manner 
united to the human. In which Union the di- 
vine Wiſdom and Knowledge were undoubted- 
ly, in a moſt wonderful Degree, diſplayed. 

But there is another Antecedent to which 
the Relative, which | is. tranſlated, whom, 
may likewiſe be very conſiſtently referred, and 
that is to the Word, Myfery, juſt before. 
And therefore might very properly have been 
rendered, wherein, as it is in the Margin of our 
Bible; or in which Myſtery, the Myſtery of God, 
and of the Father and of the Son, all the Treaſures 
of Wiſdom and Knowledge are hid. And, with- 
out all Controverſy, deep and inexhauſtible muſt 
that Source of Wiſdom and Knowledge have 
been, diſcovered in the great Work of our Re- 
demption; which could find out a Means, 
whereby Mercy and Truth could be made to meet 
together ; Righteouſneſs and Peace to kiſs each 
other ; a Means whereby God, conſiſtently with 
his ſtrict and immaculate Juſtice, could pardon 
the Sins of rational free Agents, ſo as to receive 
them into his everlaſting Favour. And by this . 
Means the Apoſtle would be made indeed to 
ſpeak very properly and intelligibly. | 

From what has been ſaid upon this laſt Text, 
as well as upon the others mentioned in the ſame 
Paragraph of your 52d Page, it will be allowed, 
I believe, that your Oblervation is not juſt, 
namely, „It is very remarkable that in all 
*« thoſe Paſſages where our Saviour is deſcribed 
© with the moſt exalted Characters, there is al- 
«© ways ſomething either in the Form of the 
„ Expreſſion, or in the Context, or in both, 

« that 
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6 that clearly diſtinguiſhes him from his God 
e and Father.” Becauſe; however he may be 
diſtinguiſhed from his Father, in Reſpect of his 
Perſon, or his human Nature; yet, I hope, it 
has been made appear that it is far from being a 
neceſſary Conſequence, from any one Text that 
you have produced, that he is diſtinguiſhed from 
* in Reſpect of his Divine. L 
But fince you have excepted againſt the ſolving 
'the Difficulties. of thoſe Texts, which have been 
brought to diſprove our Saviour's Divinity, by 
alledging his Incarnation ; or the Union of the 
divine and human Nature in him; which you 
are pleaſed to call a curious Diftinfion, and the 
pure Invention of learned Men: I ſhall now con- 
ſider what you have ſaid againſt it, with as 
eat Strictneſs and Impartiality as I can; it be- 
ing a Point of the utmoſt Importance in this 
© Controverſy between us. 

Speaking of the Doctrine of the Incarnation 
of Jeſus Chriſt as delivered in the Athanafian 
Creed, you obſerve that it is therein ſaid of him, 
« Who although be be God and Man, or God 
* united to a Soul and Body, which ſeems to 
«' be a Compoſition of two intelligent Perſons, 
according to the natural Signification of 

„ Words; yet, notwithſtanding this, He is not 
c {two but one Chriſt (a).“ Here you have in- 
deed given the true Doctrine of the Athanafian 
Creed, concerning the Incarnation of Feſus Chriſt , 
yet from what you have added by Way of Para- 

+ Phraſe, it looks as if you imagined it to carry a 
Contradiction in Terms; becauſe two intelligent 
Perſons are ſaid to be ſo united in Chriſt as to 


(a) Page 55. 
make 
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make but one Chriſt. But all this ſeeming Can- 

tradition ariſes merely from the limited =e 

particular Notion you have formed to yourſel 

of the Word Perſon. By which again, I ſup- 

poſe you to mean an intelligent Agent ; but this | 
| 
| 


Senſe of the Word Perſon, I have before ob- 
ſerved to be very improper: where, after He- 
chius, 1 have defined it to be a Concourſe of 
Properties. According to which, I ſay that our 
bleſſed Saviour is one in whom many Properties 
ſo peculiarly concur as neceſſarily to diſtinguiſh 
him from any other Perſon whatever, one of i 
which diſtinguiſhing Properties, for ought that £1 
you, or any one af, I am ſure, can know to 
the contrary, may be the Union of 'the divine I 
and human Nature in him. And if ſo, where | [ 
would be the Contradiction to ſay that Chriſt, | 
though he is God and Man ; yet he is not two, 7 
but one Chriſt? | 
But furthermore, in Anſwer to the Union of 
the divine and human Nature. in Chriſt ; which 
you are pleaſed to call, “ a curious Diſtiition, 1 
„ by Virtue of which, when our Saviour is fo 1 
«* frequently repreſented in Scripture as inferior | i 
„ to God, learned Men can eaſily account for 1 
it, by interpreting it of his human Nature as | 
«* diſtint from his Divine; ſo that, although 1 
<« he be inferior to God in one Capacity, yet Fe | | 
% may be equal to him in another; you beg 
Leave to obſerye, that this wonderful Account 9 
* of the Incarnation of our Saviour, is a pure = 
Invention of learned Men, in order to Five 
the unanſwerable Difficulties ariſing from the 
<« Suppoſition of the ſupreme God undergoing 
%a State of Humiliation, Suffering, and Dying; 
| * 6 it 
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7 being on. all Sides agreed that the ſupreme 
God is abſolutely incapable of ſuch a State( a).“ 

That the Incarnation of Chriſt is @ pure In- 
vention of learned Men, is quite a groundleſs, as 
well as injurious Aſperſion; becauſe no learned 
Man, nor even of but common Underſtanding, 
who would ſeriouſly and impartially conſider, 
and underſtand Words, according to their plain 
and obvious Meaning, could have any Sort of 
Occaſion to bave Recourſe to the Invention of 
any ſuch Expedients, in order to ſelve, what you 
call the unanſwerable D;fficultics ariſing from the 
Suppeſction of the ſupreme God undergoing a State 
of Humiliation, Suffering, and Dying, For fir(t 
with Regard to the Humiliation of the ſupreme 
God fo ſar as to take our Nature upon him, and 
ſubmitting to what he did in it; there can be 
no Sort of Neceflity to have recourſe to any Ex- 
pedient to folve the greateſt Difficulty of it; for 
it it pleaſed him of his own free Grace and Mo- 
tion to do it, without any compulſive Neceſſity 
(which would be Blaſphemy in the higheſt De- 
gree to imagine him. ſubject to) it is what he 
might have done. Becauſe, if we conſider it, 
he would not thereby have acted inconſiſtently 
with any one fingle Attribute of his, either in- 
communicable or moral; and certainly God may 
very ſafely be ſaid literally to have done what is 
not inconſiſtent with any of his Attributes for 
him to do. And as to his ſuffering the Indigni- 
ties of perverſe and wicked Men, in the Perſon 
of Chriſt here upon Earth; it is no more than 
what he does continually in Heaven, where, 
Kan and mighty as he is, the Lord is prevokeg 


(a) Page 55. 


every 
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very Day. And ſurely it can be no more a De- 
gradation to God to ſubmit to this, in the Per- 
ſon of Chriſt, than in his own, | | 
And if we would but take Words in their 
proper Meaning, there would be nothing unbe- 
coming of God, in ſaying that he died in the 
Perſon of Chriſt. For Dying, as I have before 
obſerved, is nothing but a mere Separation of a 
ſpiritual from a material Subſtance: And that 
without any Diminution of, or Detrimeat to, the 
Spiritual, And therefore God, when he had 
taken our Nature upon. him, for the Accom- 
pliſhmenrt of the moſt gracious Deſigns of his 
infinitely wiſe Councils, might very conſiſtently 
with himſelf have permitted the Body, by the 
Violence of. cruel and 8 Men, to be 
rendered incapable of diſcharging its proper 
Functions; and then together with the Soul have 
receded from it. There is nothing unworthy 
of God in this; for in the moſt violent Death, 
the Soul is ſtill impaſſible, and contracts no Con- 


tamination; nor is its Duration in the leaſt dimi- 


niſhed by ir. And conſequently it mult. have 
been the ſame with the Divinity, in the Suffer- 

ing of Chriſt: That likewiſe could not have 
been in the leaſt polluted thereby, neither could 
one Moment of its eternal Exiſtence have 
been annihilated, There was therefore no Sort 
of Pretence for your ſo peremptorily declaring 
that the Incarnation, or Union of the divine and 
human Nature in Chriſt, was, a curious Diſtinti- 
on invented by learned Men, 10 ſolve the Difficul- 


ties that would ariſe from the Suppoſition of the 


Humiliation, Suffering, and Dying of God in Chriſt 
Feſus. Since, when duely weighed, and right] 
underſtood, there is nothing unworthy of God 


in 
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in it, nothing but what may be very well re- 
conciled with all the Attributes of the Divine 
Nature. oy | 
I ſhall now follow you, in your Examination 
of the Account the Scripture gives of Chriſt's 
Incarnation, Lou ſay, The Scripture tells 
« us, that the Word became Fleſh, that God 
« ſent forth his Son. made of a Woman; we read 
of a Body prepared for bim; we read of Feſus 
«Chriſt being come in the Fleſh: But it is no where 
* {aid in the Word of God, that Chriſt con- 
* ſiſts of a Divine Nature, Soul and Body 
« which, if neceſſary to be believed by Chriſtians, 
«ſhould have been plainly and frequently ex- 
* prefſed ; but this is ſo far from being the 
« Caſe, that great Numbers of Paſſages con- 
« cerning our Saviour are abſolutely inconſiſtent 
with it, Heb. ii. 14, Foraſmuch then as ihe 
Children are Partakers of Fleſh and Blood, He 
«alſo took Part of the ſame, ch. x. 5. Where- 
fare when he cometh into the World, he. ſaith, 
& Sacrifice and Offering thou. wouldſft not, but a 
% Body haſt thou. prepared me, verſe 10. By the 
«which Will we are ſantiified through the Offer- 
ig of the Body of Jeſus Chriſ, This Account 
js quite different from what we find in the 
* "{thanafian Creed, which repreſents our Savi- 
« our as a Perſon made up of the Word, or 
« Divine Nature of Chriſt, witch a Soul and 
« Body added to it (a). 8 

If indeed, we were to underſtand. the Scrip- 
tures as you ſeem here to have done; the Ac- 
count they would then give of the. Incarnation 
of Chriſt, would undoubtedly be widely different 


(a) Page 55. 
from 
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from that of the Abanaſian Creed. For by your 
Way of arguing you mult certainly believe that 
they ſpeak. of our Saviour as having only a hu- 
man Body, and not a human Soul, and this 
becauſe his having a human Soul is not expteſ- 
ſly mentioned. But ſurely never was any thing 
more mean and twfling than this, as if it was 
not obvious to the molt common Capacity, that 
Fleſh, Fleſh and Blood, were frequently, in Scrip- 
ture, put for the whole Man, conſiſting of Bod 
and Soul. Thus Gen. vi. 12, 13.4, Fleſb 
bad corrupted bis Way upon the Earth; and God 
ſaid unto Noah, The End of all Fleſh is come be- 
fore me; for the Earth is filled with Violence 
through tweM : And behold I will deſtroy TaEM 
with the Earth. Now nothing is clearer than 
that God here, under the Word Fleſh, ſpeaks 
of free intelligent Agents, of the Men, that 
then lived, conſiſting of a Soul as well as a Body. 
And again, Jaiab xl. 5. And the Glory of the 
Lord ſhall be revealed, and all Fleſh ſhall ſee it 
together, And in the New Teſtament, Jobn 
Xvii. 2. our Saviour ſays, that his Father had 
given him Power over all Fleſh, that he ſhould give 
eternal Life To As MANY as: be ſhould give him, 
Here again all Fleſh muſt ſignify all Men con- 
ſiſting of a Soul as well as a Body. And Matth, 
Xvi. 17. he ſays to Peter, Bleſſed art thou, Simon 
Bar. jona: for Fleſh and Blood hath not revealed 
it unto thee. Which Dr. Clarke paraphraſes thus, 
This your Confeſſion is not a bare | Conjecture. 
In making of which, as the Soul can only be 
concerned, he muſt have ſuppoſed that, by 
Fleſh and Blood, not only the material, but the 
ſpiritual Part or Soul muſt have been more e- 
ſpecially intended. A notwithſtanding, Heb. 
. 11. 
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ji, 14. Chriſt's Partaking of Fleſh and Blood 
is only mentioned; yet, in what goes before, 
and what follows, in the ſame Chapter, is there 
enough to convince us that he muſt have been 
compleat and perfect Man; for, verſes 1oth and 
17th, Mankind are called his Brethren, which 
ſurely could never have been done with any 
Kind of Propriety, had he not in, all Things 
been made like unto them; and ver. 16. he is 
ſaid to have taken upon him the Seed of Abra- 
ham, Now Abrabam's Seed muſt have been 
ſuch as he himſelf was, Man conſiſting of a 
Soul as well as a Body, From which, I think, 
it is ſo very clear that Chriſt was really and 
compleatly Man, that a Perſon, even of the 


© moſt ordinary Underſtanding, could not bur 


perceive it. There could not therefore be any 
Sort of Reaſon for its being more expreſsly, or 
more frequently ſaid that he had alſo a human 
Soul; which you ſuppoſe would have been done, 
if he had had one. For why are we to imagine 


that the Holy Spirit ſhould have deemed Man- 


kind ſo very dull, as not to be able to under- 
ſtand ſuch common Forms of Speech; but 
ought to have every thing ſet down literally be- 
fore them. This, I preſume, may ſerve to con- 
vince us that Chriſt had a human Soul, as wel 
as a human Body, that is, that he was perfectly 
and compleatly Man; and that he exiſted be- 
fore ever he took the Seed of Abraham, or the 
human Nature upon him, is undeniably certain, 
from his addreſſing his Father, And now, O Fa- 
ther, glorify me with the Glory which I had with 
thee before the World was (a). Nay not only 


(a) John xvii. Go 


that 
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that he exiſted z but that he alſo eternally exiſted 
before his Incarnation, I hope, has been proved in 
the foregoing Pages, from ſeveral Places of 
Scripture z more eſpecially from Fobn ch. i. 1. 
upon which it has been obſerved, that, fince the 
Apoſtle has «ſed the Word Beginning without 
any Sort of Limitation, it might very juſtly be 
taken to ſignify that Point in Eternity, when 
whatever in any wiſe received its Being firſt be- 
gan to be. And whereas it is ſaid that Chriſt, 
the Word, was in that Beginning, he muſt ne- 
ceſſarily have exiſted before it, and conſequent] 
muſt be eternal. And therefore what the A. 
thanaſian Creed affirms of our Lord Feſus Cbriſt 
is ſtrictly true, that he is perfe#? God, and per- 
felt Man, of a reaſonable Soul, and human Fleſh 
ſubſsfting. And from hence, it will moreover 
follow that the Union of the divine and human 
Nature in him, is not only a Curious, but really 
a juſt Diſtinction; not the Invention of learned 
Men, but founded upon the Holy Scriptures 
themſelves, SL ; 
But in Order to prove yet further, that Chriſt 
might be called Man, from his having aſſumed a 
human Body without a human Soul; you inſtance 
Angels that were called Men, from their having 
taken a human Body only: But this, I believe, 
upon a cloſer Examination, will be found not to 
come up to the Point under Conſideration, For 
Angels, who, for ought we know, are pu 
ſpiritual Beings, and as ſuch conſequently abſo- 
lutely imperceptible by Mortal Eyes, when ſent 
_=_ any Meſſage from God to Man, muſt be 
iged to take ſome viſible Appearance, and 
none ſurely could be more proper than that of 
Man ; which would OM great Meaſure * 
2 5 (9 
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that Surprize and Terror, which thoſe to whom 
they were ſent might have been thrown into, 
had they aſſumed any other Shape. And as they 
ae in a human Form, it was very natural 
or thoſe to whom they appeared, at firſt View, 
to call them Men. But then of none of thoſe 
Angels was it ever ſaid, as it is of Chriſt, the 
Word of God, that they became Fleſb, that they 
took upon them the Seed of Abraham : thereby 
really being ſuch as Abraham was, perfect Men 
in Soul and Body: Or, that they increaſed in 
Wiſdom and Stature, as Feſus did, Luke ii. 52. 
This laſt Text, were there no other in the Scrip- 
ture, in ſupport of our Saviour's having a hu- 
man Soul, would be ſuſficient irrefragably to 
prove it, for therein it is ſaid that his Wiſdom 
increaſed as his Stature did; which, from com- 
mon Experience, we know to be the Progreſs 
of the Soul in other Men. And could not with 
any Sort of Propriety have been ſaid of that 
moſt excellent and glorious Nature, in which 
he exiſted with his Father, before the World was; 
and therefore though in thoſe Words, O my Fa- 
ther, iF it be poſſible, let this Cup paſs from me; 
the Word, Me, does indeed ſignify our Saviour's 
whole Perſon; yet might he very conſiſtently 
have ſo ſpoken, in Reſpect only of his human 
Nature. For where a Perſon conſiſts of two 
different Natures, he may very properly ſpeak 
of himſelf, or be ſpoken of by others, ſome- 
times in regard of the one, and ſometimes of 
the other: As we ourſelves, though conſiſting 
af a Soul as well as a Body, yet are frequently 
in Scripture deſigned only by our Material Part, 
being called Fleſb, or Fleſh and Blood. And 
thereforewhen any one offers up this Petition, Give 
7622 © nl me 
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me this Day my daily Bread: Though the Word 
ME does there certainly imply the whole Perſon 
of the Man; yet every one muſt” perceive that 
it is the Body only that is principally concerned 
in this Petition. And St. Paul, Rom. vii. 18. 
uſes, me, in the very ſame Senſe, [know that in 
me (that is, 1N My FLESH)" dioefetb no good 
Thing. In like Manner, our bleſſed Saviour, 
though conſiſting of the divine and human Na+ 
ture, might with great Propriety have expreſſed 
himſelf ſo as to comprehend his whdle Perſon, 
ſaying, If it be" poſſible, let this Cup paſs from 
me, though his human Nature could have been 

only chiefly reſpected in it. And indeed, ac- 
cording to Dr. Clarke's Paraphraſe; this Petition 

flowed from the firſt Apprebenfion” that” the bu 
man Nature in him had of Death. 

Since therefore, tb: Holy Sriptant's is not ſilent, 
as you have repreſented it, about the Athanaſian 
Account of our Saviour's Incarnation : And ſince 
ſo far from there being ſeveral Paſſages, that 
there is not any ſingle one, when tightly under- 
Rood,” that expreſsiy contradibis it; all that you 
have inferred in your 57th Page upon Suppoſition 
of the contrary, muſt be to no Purpoſe And 
notwithſtanding the Scripture was deſigned, as 
you obſerve, for the Uſe of the unlearned as well 
as learned; yet without Offence, I hope, I may 
ſay that there are ſeveral Places, where a proper 
Explication may be neceſſary even for thoſe who 
ma) be more competently qualified than the 
Bulk of Mankind generally are, ſo far at leaſt as 
may ſerve to prevent their being ſeduced into 
any fundamental Herefies or Schiſms. : 

In all Languages there are many Words whoſe 
Meaning is not determinately ſettled, and whilſt 

£9 | People 
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People affix different Senſes to the ſame Word 
many Diſputes will naturally ariſe ; which are 
very often managed with too much Warmth and 
Want of Candor ; for if a Man, though inno- 
cently, takes a Word in a different Senſe, it 
frequently happens that he is ſet off by his Op- 
ponent, either as defective in Judgement, or elſe 
as a cunning Deceiver- And this is what you 
ſeem to have done by the Orthodox; where you 
write, The Scripture always ſpeaks of our 
« Saviour as one ſingle Perſon : and common 
« Chriſtians, I dare ſay, would never have 
« imagined, that when he declares himſelf in- 
« ferior to God, he was at the ſame Time l 
* to the Father as touching his Godhead, if their 
common Senſe had not been over-ruled by 
ee the ſubtle Determinations of learned Men (a)“. 
Learned Men, it ſeems, are a grievous Thorn 
in your Eye; but it is to be wiſnhed that you had 
cooly | aſked yourſelf before you had caſt out 
ſuch Reflections againſt them, as are often to be 
met with in your Book; what Intereſt could any 
learned Men have had to tempt them to ſeek 
after Inventions; to find out curious and nice Di- 
ftiniions, and to make ſubtle Determinations, in 
order to over-rule the common Senſe of the People to 
prevail with them to believe the Doctrine of the 
Trinity to be true, if they had not been verily 
perſwaded that it really was ſo? 

But to return; alt that is contained, in what 
I have juſt before quoted from you, muſt have 
flowed from that arbitrary Idea, you had formed 
to yourſelf of the Word Perſon; and from ſup- 
poſing that common Chriſtians muſt neceſſarily have 


e. 


thought 
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thought of it juſt as you have done. Whereas, fo 
far from their having fixt any determinate Mean- 
ing to it, I verily believe that Thouſands uſe that 
Word daily, who, if they were to be aſked, 
would not be able to tell diſtinctly and clearly 
what they meant by it. But if the Definition of 
Perſon, which I have given above, be juſt; and 
we were to ſay, according to it, that Chriſt is 
a Perſon in whom many Properties ſo peculiarly 
concur, as neceſſarily to diſtinguiſh him from 
any other Perſan : Since there can be no Abſur- 
dity in ſuppoſing the Properties peculiarly con- 
curring to conſtitute the Perſon of Chriſt, to be 
the divine and human Nature united in him, 
unleſs ſuch Union could be proved impoſſible, 
which is what I am ſure no Man can do; then 
every Chriſtian, without being ſuppoſed to have 
bis common Senſe over-ruled by the ſubtle Determi- 
nations of Learned Men, may fairly comprehend 
the Truth of that Aſſertion in the Atbanaſian 
Creed concerning Chriſt, that be is equal to the 
Father, as touching his Godhead : but inferior to 
the Father, as touching bis Manhood. And that, 
though be be God and Man; yet be is not two, but 
one CHRIST. 
Thus I have followed you through all the 
Objections you have made againſt the Divinity 
of our bleſſed Saviour Feſus Chriſt z and now, in 
my Turn, I recommend it to your ſerious Conſidera- 
tion, to take a Review of the Evidence you have 
produced, with regard to the Perſon of our bleſſed 
Saviour, as well as what I have ſaid upon it, 
and I refer it to your own common Senſe, nay to 
the common Senſe of all Men, to determine, whe 
ther you have proved by plain, dire, and poſitive 
Evidence, that Chriſt is a Perſon inferior to the 
| L = 
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one ſupreme Cod and Hat ber of all, any otherwiſe 
than in Reſpect of his human Nature. And I 
further refer it to your Judgement to conſider, he- 
ther, from what has been ſaid upon it, the Di- 
ſtinction of the divine and human Nature in Chriſt, 
as ſet forth in the Atbanaſian Creed, be not ſtrict- 
ly true; and that it does not, in any wiſe, claſh 
with tbe plain Declarations of the New Teſtament, 
interpreted by common Senſe (a). 

And now I ſhall proceed to examine thoſe 
ſeveral Texts, you have produced againſt the 
Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, _ 

In your 58th and 59th Pages, you have col- 
lected a great Number of Paſſages from the New 
Teſtament, to prove that the Holy Spirit ated 
only Miniſterially; ſince he is repreſented as 
ſent both by the Father and the Son. As filling 

the Apoſtles and other Holy Men, and the like, 5 
but then I muſt obſerve that he is ſpoken of as 
acting upon none of theſe Occaſions, ſo as ne- 
ceſfarily to imply that he might not ſtill be of 
the divine Nature. For were we only to- ſup- 
Poſe him to be of the divine Nature, and to be 
repreſented as acting more independently : ſince 
he is ſet forth as always preſent with us, to ſup- 
port and comfort us under the Miſeries of this 
preſent Life; and to guide and direct us in the 
Way of eternal Salvation, it would ſerve greatly 
to intangle the Minds of Men: And many 
Times unavoidably induce them to worſhip him 
as God, independent of the Father and. the Son. 

For this Reaſon, I preſume, we ought. not to 


conclude, as you have done, that te Holy Spirit 


's a Perſon inferior to Almighty God, in Reſpect 


(a) Page 58. 
of 
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of his Nature, though be is repreſented as pro- 
ceeding from him, ſent by him, given by bim, and 
acting in all Things according to his ſupreme Will 
and Pleaſure. No' nor yet inferior to Chriſt in 
bis glorified State after his Reſurreftion and Aſcen- 
fon, though repreſented as ſent by him from 
the Father. Becauſe, for my Part, I can fee no 
Sort of Impropriety in ſuppoſing that an Equal 
may voluntarily ſubmit to be ſent by an Equal, 
upon an infinitely wiſe and gracious Deſign, with- 
out any Diminution of his Dignity. And if 
it be ſaid, As ii, 4. that the Apoſtles were 
filled with the Holy Ghoſt ;, yet let it be obſerved, 
that the Conſequence of it was, that they began 
to ſpeak with Tongues as the Spirit gave them Ut- 
terance, And it was to quality them for the due 
Execution of that Miniſtry, in which they were 
going ſoon to be imployed. And what that was 
we learn from Alis i. 8. where our Saviour ſays 

to them, But ye ſhall receive Power after that the 
Holy Ghoſt is come upon you: And ye fhall be Wit- 
neſſes unto me both in Feruſalem, and in Judta, and 
in Samaria, and unto the uttermaſt Parts of the 
Earth. Now what I would remark upon this 
Occaſion is this: If the Apoſtles were thus filled 
with tbe Holy Ghoſt, ſo as to be enabled to be 
Witneſſes to Chriſt to the uttermoſt Parts of the 
Earth, by preaching his Goſpel to all People, 
in their own Language, as in Fact they did; 
then it will neceſſarily follow, that he muſt have 
been at all Times with all the Apoſtles, how- 
ever diſperſed upon the Face of this Globe. 
From hence we may draw an unanſwerable Con- 
cluſion in Favour of his Omnipreſence; for if 
the Holy Ghoſt could be preſent in ſo many 
different Places, though only of this Globe, at 


one 
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one and the ſame Time; what Difficulty can 
there be in allowing him to have had a Power 


to have been thus preſent in as many more as 
he pleaſed, that is, every where? 

ut the Omnipreſence of the Holy Spirit may 
likewiſe be very fairly proved from Pfalm cxxxix. 
7. Whither ſhall I go from Thy SeiriT? or 
whither ſhall I flee from thy Preſence ? That God 
is preſent, in every Time and Place, cannot be 
diſputed by any one who owns his Being : But 
if God be thus preſent, I may venture to leave 
it. to your, nay, to the common Senſe of any 
Man to determine, whether the Holy Pſalmiſt, 
by aſking theſe Queſtions, hither ſhall I go 
from thy Spirit? or whither ſball I flee from thy 
Preſence ? did not really think it as impoſſible 
to go from the Spirit of God, as to flee from 
bis Preſence, And whether therefore he did not 
believe the Holy Spirit to be wherever the Pre- 
ſence of God is; that is, every where. 

Thus you may perceive that the Proof of the 
Omnipreſence of the Holy Spirit is to be drawn, 
even from ſome of the P you have al 
ledged with deſign to ſhew his Inferiority to the 
Father and the Son : Nay there is one from 
whence, I believe, it may be truely proved that 
he ſearcheth the Hearts. The Place I mean is 
Rom. viii. 26, 27. Likewiſe the Spirit alſo belpeth 
our Infirmities : for we know not what to pray for 
as we ought ; but the Spirit itſelf maketh Interce/- 
ſion for us with Groanings, which cannot be ut- 
tered. And be that ſearcheth the Hearts, knoweth 
what is the Mind of the Spirit, becauſe he maketh In- 


 terceſſion for the Saints according to the Will of God. 


Now 1n what I have to ſay upon this Text, I 
ſhall in the firſt Place prove that the Spirit, whoſe 
5 Mind 


E 

Mind he that ſearch:th the Hearts knoweth, is 
the Spirit of Man. And in the next Place, 
that he, that ſearcheth the Hearts, is the Holy 
Ghoſt. | 

But firſt, that the Spirit, whoſe Mind is ſpoken 
of Verſe the 27th, is the Spirit of Man. In 
Verſe the 6th, according to our Tranſlation, it 
is, To be carnally minded is Death ; but to be ſpi- 
ritually minded is Life and Peace. In the Original 
it is, T0 @poryues The oagroc, FavalO-* 76 I Gecrnpe 
Tov ], (un , ew. That the Apoſtle by 
@gorpa Þ cage, in the former Part of the Verſe, 
did mean thoſe carnal Aﬀections and Appetites 
we have in common with Brutes; and by ggowypea 
175 Twwvual , the Deſires of our purely rational 
Part, the Soul; will be evident to any one, who 
will but attentively read over the foregoing Chap- 
ter, where- he frequently diſtinguiſhes between 
theſe two Principles in us; and ſhews the 
Wretchedneſs of our Condition z whilſt the De- 
ſires of the Fleſh, many Times, ſo far over- 
rule the Deſires of our Soul, as to carry us to 
the Commiſſion of ſuch Actions, as we muſt 
confeſs to be contradictory to our Reaſon. As 
where he ſays, ch. vii. 15. For that which 1 
do, I allow nat; for what I would, that I do 
not; but what I bate, that I do. And again, 
I delight in the Law of God after the inward 
Man. But I ſee another Law in my Members, 
warring againſt the Law of my Mind, and bring- 
ing me into Captivity to the Law of Sin which is 
in my Members; and much more to the ſame 
Purpoſe. Since therefore the Apoſtle has uſed 
the ſame Expreſſion Þgoyua 18 rrivual0-, the Mind 
of the Spirit, juſt before in the ſame Chapter, ver. 
6. for the Mind or Deſire of the Soul of Man, 
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it gives us ſome juſtifiable Ground for preſum- 
ing that he did make Uſe of it again here, in 
the ſame Senſe. And that he really did do ſo 
would be further confirmed, if we would but 
confider, how weak and improper his Manner 
of arguing muſt have been, had he done it in 
any other. For let us ſuppoſe that by him that 
fearcheth the Hearts (which muſt be the Hearts 
of Men) he meant God the Father; and by bz 
Mind of the Spirit, the Mind of the Holy Spirit; 
and put it together thus: And God who ſearcheth 
the Hearts of Men, knoweth the Mind of the 
Holy" Spirit, This, I ſay, would be a very im- 


proper Way ot arguing, for though God does 


certainly know the Mind of all free Agents, yet 
it does not logically follow, becauſe he ſearcheth 
the Hearts of Men, that he muſt know, how. 
ever true it may be, the Mind of a Being great- 
ly ſuperior to them. This therefore is ſuch a 
Way of Reafoning, that I cannot be perſwaded 
St. Paul would ever have fallen into; and in- 
deed, if we examine it, the Argument would 
have proceeded full as well, if not much' better, 
without his having mentioned God's ſearching the 


Hearts of Men at all, upon this Occaſion. As 


for Inftance, But the Spirit itſelf maketh Intercef- 
Aon for us with Groanings which cannot be uttered. 
And God knoweth the Mind of the Spirit. The 
taking the laſt Words of the preceding Verſe in 
too Jiteral a Senſe, might poſſibly have been a 
very great Inducement for he Mind of the Spirit 
being ſuppoſed to be put for the Mind of the 
Holy Spirit, as if, becauſe the Holy Spirit is 
there ſaid to make Interceſſion for us, with 
Groanings which cannot be uttered (which only 
means with inexpreſſible Earneſtneſs) he did h 
| wit 
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with a dumb Sorrow, ſo great that he could not 
poſſibly expreſs himſelf; and therefore, that it 
was neceſſary for the Apoſtle to inform us that 
God knew his Mind, though he could not ſpeak it 
himſelf, However abſurd ſuch a Suppoſition is 
in itſelf, yet is it the only one, I believe; that 
can afford any the leaſt Shadow of a Reaſon for 
apprehending that @gomus 182 *TvivudlG@-," #58 
Mind of the Spirit, ver. 27. does ſignify the Mind 
of the Holy Spirit (a), But if it does not ſignify 
the Mind of the Holy Spirit, but the Mind of 
the Spirit of Man; then will it neceſſarily fol- 
low, that he, who is juſt before ſaid to ſearch 
the Hearts, muſt be the Holy Ghoſt. - For if 
the Mind of the Spirit in this Place does ſignify 
the Mind of the Spirit of Man, as there as good 
Reaſon for believing ; and we were to ſuppoſe 
him, who is here ſaid to ſearch the Hearts, to 
be God the Father ; then muſt he make Inter- 
ceſſion according to his own Will. And to 
whom can ſuch Interceſſion be made, but to 
himſelf? But ſurely no one can imagine that the 
Apoſtle ever deſigned to have wrote in ſuch a 

Manner; but if it means the Holy Spirit, as 
there is ſuch very good Reaſon for believing, 
then all Difficulties will be removed, becauſe 
he may very conſiſtently be ſaid to make Inter- 
ceſſion, a, Ge, apud Deum, with Gad, for 
the Saints; or thoſe that deſire to lead holy 
Lives in the preſent World. Now if the Holy 


64 ) That Dr. Clarke did take the Mind of the Spirit, in 
in this Place, to mean the Mind of the Holy Spirit, is clear 
from his Note, which is; © Theſe Words, Ppirnua 15 
«© mivuar®:, the Mind of the Spirit, are a very ſtrong - 
ment for the real Perſonality of the Holy Ghoſt,” But 


with what Propriety hg did it, let the Reader judge, Scri 
Dor, No. 401. a K | * 2 
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Spirit be he that ſearcheth the Hearts, fo as to 
know the inmoſt Deſires of the Soul, the Con- 


ſequence, I believe, will be indiſputable, that he 
muſt be God ; that is, a Perion of the Divine 
Nature. And therefore, it is not be thought un- 
warrantable Preſumpiion to aſcribe ſupreme God- 
bead to the Holy Spirit, who is not only ſuperior 
to any Angel; but is very far from being unde- 
2 inferior in the leaſt Degree to Chriſt and 
Cod. 1 
To what you further ſay, That in all the 
« Deſcriptions we find in the Scripture of the 
* Holy Spirit, he is never expreſsly called God 
„ or Lord: He is never repreſented as fitting 
upon a Throne, or exerciſing any regal Au- 
« thority (a2) . I anſwer that the Holy Spirit 
is generally deſcribed, in Scripture, according 
to his Office; which was for the moſt Part ſut- 
ficient for thoſe, who ſpake of him. And there- 
fore it was not neceſſary for them to have ſpoken 
more explicitly of the great Dignity of his Na- 
ture; though they have ſaid enough, I believe, 
to diſtinguiſh him from any created Being; in 
that they have called him, in the moſt eminent 
Degree, #he Spirit of God; the Holy Spirit who 
is preſent with us in every Time and Place; 
who ſearcheth our Hearts; and knows the moſt 
A) ſecret Deſires of our Souls. A Perſon fo de- 
ſcribed needed not ſurely to have been expreſsly 
ſtyled God or Lord; ſince every one of but 
common Underſtanding would be able, from 
ſuch Deſcription, readily to infer that he muſt 
neceſſarily be ſo, And if He is never repre- 
ſented as ſitting upon a Throne, or exerciſing 


| {s) Page 60. 


| any 


any legal Authority : I ſay again, that had the 
Son and Holy Spirit been more eminently diſtin- 
guiſhed from the Father; and not in that Man- 
ner, which undoubtedly ſeemed wiſeſt in the 
Divine Counſel, as there are ſo many ſtrong and 
demonſtrative Evidences, in the Holy Scripture, 
of their Divinity, it would have been almoſt 
morally impoſſible to have kept the World from 
worſhiping them as three independent Gods: 
It was therefore not expedient that the Perſons 
of the Divine Nature ſhould have been de- 
ſcribed any otherwiſe than they are; neither 
was it at all neceſſary, ſince there is enough 
ſaid to vindicate the eternal Divinity of each 
Perſon ſeparately, yet ſo as not to divide the 

Godhead. ä | 7 25g 
I will now take under Conſideration: the Ob- 
jections you have made to thoſe Texts, which, 
you ſay, have been alledged by learned Men, in 
Defence of the Divinity of the Holy Spirit. 
The firſt you object to is Ads v. 3, 4. where 
St. Peter ſays, Ananias, why bath Satan filled 
thine Heart to lie to the Holy Ghoſt ? = thou bas 
not lied unto Men but unto God, Upon which 
you ſay, ** Becauſe the ſame Lie which is de- 
„ clared to be told to the Holy Ghoſt, in the 
©« former Words, is in the latter ſaid to be told 
« to God, therefore it is inferred that the Holy 
„ Ghoſt is called God.” Upon which you ſay, 
« It is very furpriſing that learned Perſons 
% ſhould make uſe of ſo weak a Pretence to 
«© prove the Godhead of the Holy Spirit. And 
„that by like Argument they might prove, 
* from Ads xxiii. 9. that an Angel was ſtyled 
God; where the Phariſees ſay, we find no 
Fault in this Man; but if à Spirit, or an 
ft Ange 
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6 ns hath ſpoken unto him, let us not fight 
againſt Cad. To which, I anſwer, that the 
Phariſees, who confeſt the Exiſtence of Angels 
or Spirits, very well knew that if any ſuch bad 
__ to St. Paul, he muſt have been ſent upon 
ome Meſſage to him from God. And there- 
fore they very juſtly concluded that the making 
any violent Oppoſition againſt him, would be 
the ſame ultimately, as fighting againſt God. Be- 
cauſe whoever affronts an Ambaſſador, as an 
Ambaſſador, does in Fact affront the King that 
ſeat him. Whence our Saviour might, with 
very good Reaſon, ſay to his Apoſtles, Luke x. 
16. He that deſpiſetb you, deſpiſeth mee And be 
that deſpiſeth-me, deſpiſeth bim that ſent me. And 
St. Paul, 1 Theſſ. iv. 8. He that deſpiſetb, deſ- 
piſeth not Man but God, who: bath alſo given 
unto us bis Holy Spirit. That is, he that de- 
ſpiſeth, deſpiſeth not us the Apoſtles, Men like 
-himfelf, but God, who hath given us ſuch ir- 
refragable Credentials of our being ſent by hin, 
as the mighty Works of the Holy Spirit, which 
do manifeſtly ſhew forth themſelves in Us. But 
whether this was the Meaning of St. Peter in 
what he ſays to Ananias, or not, namely, be- 
cauſe he had lied to them the Apoſtles, — had 
lied to the Holy Ghoſt; and becauſe had lied 
unto the Holy Ghoſt, he had lied unto God, is 
what I ſhall now enquire into. 

He ſays to him, | Ananias, why hath Satan 
filled thine Heart, J4vozc$ai os 70 1m x0 %, 
to deceive, or to think that thou couldſt de- 
ceive the Holy Ghoſt: For ſo ought the Word 
Juen a to be rendered when followed, as 
here, by an Accuſative Caſe. Now whoever at- 
dempss to deceive another by lying, muſt ſup- 


poſe 


Ka 
poſe that he has not the Power to know the 
ſecret Intentions of his Heart. And this was 
indeed the heinous Fault of Auanias; his ima- 
gining that the Holy Spirit could not, or at 
leaſt his not conſidering that he who could en- 
able the Apoſtles to work ſuch mighty Works, 
as they, by his Means, did, muſt certainly be 
able to ſearch out, and to diſcover to them the 
moſt ſecret Conceptions of his Mind. And 
that the Fault of Ananias did really conſiſt in 
his not conſidering that the Holy Ghoſt, the Spirit 
of the Lord, muſt certainly be able to know the 
Secrets of his Heart; but was liable to be de- 
ceived by lying, may be confirmed from what St. 
Peter ſaid afterwards to his Wife; How is it that 
ye have agreed together to tempt the Spirit of the 
Lord? That is, to try whether by lying ye could 
deceive him. Since this was the Crime of Ana- 
nias, then is it very plain that St. Peter, from 
what he ſays upon this Occaſion, muſt have 
looked upon the Holy Ghoſt, the Spirit of the 
Lord, by whom' they were inſpired, and by 
whoſe Power they wrought their Miracles, to be 
the Knower of the Hearts of Men, that is, God. 
And indeed the abſolute Neceſſity there was 
for aſcertaining the infinite Perfection and Power 
of this Holy Spirit, who was to be more im- 
mediately concerned in the Propagation of the 
Goſpel in the World, than the other Perſons of 
the Divine Nature, was perhaps the chief and 
only Reaſon,” why ſo ipeedy, and ſevere a 
Puniſhment was executed, at the firſt preaching 
of it, upon Ananias and his Wife, for their not 
having duely attended to it, For we find a 
Prevarication very like unto theirs, even with 


the Lord of Hoſts, not ſo immediately puniſhed, 
| M or 
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or in ſo exemplary a Manner, Malachi i. 13, 
14. And ye brought that which was torn, and the 


lame, and the ſict; thus ye have brought an Of 


fering : Should I accept this at your Hands? ſaith 
the Lord. But curſed be the Deceiver, which hath 
in his Flock a Male, and voweth and ſacrificeth 
unto the Lord a corrupt Thing : for 1 am a great 
King, ſaith the Lord of Hoſts, By this Time, I 
hope, it appears that your Objections do not 
deſtroy the Force this Text affords in Defence of 


the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt. 


I ſhall, therefore, now go on to your next, 
which is 1 Cor. vi. 19. What, know ye not that 
your Body is the Temple of the Holy Spirit, which 
is in you, which ye have of God ? From whence, 


| you ſay, Learned Men have argued that the 


Holy Ghoſt is God; as a Temple is peculi- 
arly dedicated to a God. In Oppoſition to which 
you quote 1 Cor. iii. 16, where it is written, 
Ze are the Temple of God: For the Spirit of God 
dwelleth in you. And Epheſians ii. 21. Ye are 
an Holy Temple in the Lord, an Habitation of God 
through the Spirit, By comparing of which 
Texts together, you tell us, we may eaſily de- 
termine in what Senſe our Body is the Temple 
of the Holy Goſt, and ſo of God, becauſe God 
dwelleth in us by his Holy Spirit (a). But in 
Anſwer to this, I ſay, compare theſe Texts 
how you will together, they do not afford 
any Proof that the Holy Spirit is not .of the 


divine Nature, ſince it does not follow, becauſe 
God is ſaid to dwell in us by his Holy Spirit, 


that the Holy Spitit is not coeternal with God, 
And I believe that no one, who ever argued in 


(4 Page 61. 


Defence 


1 163 J 
Defence of the Divinity of this Holy Perſon, 
did ſo much as once imagine that he was God, 
independent of God the Father; but on the 
contrary, that whereſoever this Holy Spirit is, 
God muſt be alſo there with him; and that 
whereſoever God is, his Holy Spirit is there 
alſo (a). And this is what this Text does incon- 
teſtably prove; for this Holy Spirit, by which 
God is ſaid to dwell in us, is a real Perſon, and 
not a mere Power or Emanation of the Godhead, 
and this Holy Perſon muſt neceſſarily be with 
all Chriſtians, however diſperſed, in every Time 
and Place; ſo as to know the moſt ſecret Inten- 
tions of their Hearts, and moſt earneſt Defire of 
their Souls, For without this be the Meaning 
of God's dwelling in us by his Holy Spirit, the 
Force of the Apoſtle's arguing, in many Places 
would not appear: And many Engagements to 
2 and to the Practice of the ſelt-denying 
uties of our Holy Religion would be loſt. 
Bur if God dwelleth in us by his Holy Spirit, 
and this Holy Spirit is thus at all Times pre- 
ſent with all Chriſtians (for the Declaration of 
the Apoſtle muſt undoubtedly be general) then 
muſt he have the Power of being in ſeveral di- 
ſtinct Places at one and the ſame Inſtant of Time. 
Whence, to uſe your own Expreſſion, the com- 
mon Senſe of all Men will, I believe, enable them 
to conclude that he muſt be God, that is, a Per- 
ſon of the Divine Nature. Wherefore, notwith- 
ſtanding St. Paul does in other Places ſay, that 
we are the Temple of God; becauſe the Spirit 
of God dwelleth in-us; yet here he might like- 


(a) Pſalm cxxxix. 7. 


M 2 wiſe 
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Wiſe have called our Body the Temple of the 

Holy Ghoſt, as being really and truely God. 
The next Text you take Notice of as made 


uſe of to prove the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, 


is Matth.” xii. 31, 32. where our Saviour ſays, 
All Manner of Sin and Blaſphemy ſhall be forgiven 
unto Men: but the Blaſphemy againſt the Holy 
Ghoſt ſhall not be forgiven unto Men. And who- 
ſoever ſpeaketh a Word againſt the Son of Man, 
it Pall be forgiven: but whoſoever ſpeaketh a- 
gainſt the Holy Ghoſt, it ſhall not be forgiven him, 
"neither in ibis World, neither in the World'to come. 
« From hence, you ſay, it is argued that the 
« Holy Ghoſt is God, becauſe Blaſphemy a- 
« gainſt him is declared to be unpardonable, 
'& which it could not be, if he be not God.“ 
In Oppoſition to which you add, “If the Con- 


text be carefully examined, it will appear that 


e this ſevere Declaration of our Saviour was oc- 
« caſtoned by the perverſe and obſtinate Malice 
© of the Phariſees, who aſcribed our Saviour's 
« Miracles to the Prince of the Devils. So 
« that, in this View the Blaſphemy againſt the 
« Holy Ghoſt, does not ſignify the Perſon of the 
« Holy Ghoſt, but the Miraculous Works of 
the Holy Ghoſt (a).“ Now here I muſt ob- 
ſerve that you have moſt egregiouſly impoſed 
upon yourſelf, in ſo inconcluſively imagining 
that the Phariſees could aſcribe the Miraculous 
Works of our Saviour to the Prince of the 
Devils, without implying that he was the Per- 


fon by whoſe Power thoſe Miracles were wrought, 


And that this was what the Phariſees really in- 
tended upon this Occaſion, appears from their 

(a) Page 62. See Script. Dor, No 1121. where it is 
expounded in the ſame Manner. 


faying 
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faying, This Fellow doth not caſt out Devils, but 
by Beelzebub the Prince of the Devils, Which 
was almoſt in direct Terms, ſaying that the 
Holy Spirit of God, by whoſe Power our Savi- 
our, as Son of Man here upon Earth, wrought 
ſuch ſtupendous Miracles, was either the Devil 
himſelf, or ſome of his Agents. This was li- 
terally the Meaning of the Phariſees in this Place, 
and for any one to attempt to expound it in any 
other Way, is taking ſuch a paraphraſtical Li- 
berty as is not to be allowed of. And conſe- 
quently it was really the Perſon of the Holy 
Ghoſt that was blaſphemed by them; whom, ac- 
cording to St. Mark iii. 22. they expreſsly call 
Beelzebub ; where ſpeaking of our Saviour they 
ſay, He hath Beelzebub. | 
Upon what you ſay, further, that the Blaſ- 
« Py againſt the Holy Ghoſt is declared to 
* be incapable of Pardon; not becauſe he is 
© God, for then all Sins would be unpardon- 
© able”: TI obſerve that you have taken the 
Words of our Saviour in an univerſal Senſe, 
which he ſpake in one limited and particular. 
He does not, in this whole Tranſaction, once 
mention God the Father; but only himſelf and 
the Holy Spirit, as in Verſe the 32d. Whoſcever 
ſpeaketh a Word againſt the Son of Man, it ſhall 
be forgiven bim; but whoſcever ſpeaketh againſt 
the Holy Ghoſt, it ſhall not be forgiven him. From 
whence, I think, it is clear that He ſpake of 
himſelf, and the Holy Ghoſt upon this Occa- 
ſion, only in Reſpect of thoſe Parts they had 
undertaken, in the gracious Work of our Re- 
demption, Though He himſelf had been fre- 
quently reviled as a Vine biber, a Glutton, a 
Friend of Publicans and Sinners, and a Deceiver, 
| M 3 1 
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yet, as this affected him only as he was Son of 


Man, that is, as to his human Nature, Offences 


againſt which could not be ſo very heinous as 
to be irremiſſible, there was ſtill Room left for 
Repentance and Forgiveneſs; but to call the 
Holy Spirit of God, by whoſe Power he, as 
Son of Man, was inabled to work ſo many and 
ſuch wonderful Miracles, in Proof of his divine 
Miſſion, the Devil, or any Agent of the Devil, 
was ſuch an unreaſonable Degree of malicious 
Obſtinacy as might, in the divine Counſel, 
deſerve to be ſo judicially puniſhed, as never to 
be remitted. And that it was rot Sin in gene- 
ral, but only the blaſpheming the Holy Ghoſt, 
in his Execution of that Part he had under- 
taken, in the Redemption of Mankind, that 
our Saviour has here pronounced irremiſſible, is 
further confirmed from its being called Blaſphe- 
my againſt the Holy Ghoſt. And notwithſtand- 
ing this Denunciation of our Saviour's might 
more immediately have reſpected thoſe obſtinate 
and wicked Phariſees, who then blaſphemed z 
yet undoubtedly it was to extend to all others 
alſo, who would, at any Time, offend againſt 
him, in like. Manner, through ſuch malicious 
Wickedneſs. And there is a very natural Rea- 
ſon to be aſſigned, why thoſe, who call the Holy 
Ghoſt the Devil, or any. Agent of his, ſhould 
never be forgiven ; becauſe, by their ſo doing, 
they wilfully preclude themſelves from all the 
Benefits of the Goſpel; upon the Terms of 
which alone God has been pleaſed to promiſe 

Remiſſion of Sins to ſuch as heard, and ac- 
cepted of it. The Truths of which as they are 


atteſted and confirmed chiefly by the miraculous 


Power of the Holy Ghoſt, ſhewing forth itſelf 


in 
9 


1 


* 
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in ſo wonderful a Manner, both in our Saviour, 
and his Apoſtles, thoſe who blaſpheme him, as 
/ the Phariſees here did, can never believe it to 
be true; and conſequently can never be forgiven 
upon the Terms of it. And this will account 
why Blaſphemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt, in this 
particular View, ſhould not be forgiven, though 
Sins in general committed againſt either of the 
Perſons of the Divine Nature might, and very 

frequently are remitted, | 
That we are liable to, and frequently do fin, 
upon ſome Occaſions, even againſt the Holy 
Ghoſt himſelf, is fairly to be inferred from St. 
PauPs ordering us not to grieve the Holy Spirit 
of God, and not to refift bim. We grieve him, 
when, though throughly convinced of the heinous 
Nature of Sin, and the Amiableneſs of Virtue 
and Goodneſs ; yet we ſuffer ourſelves too often, 
and too eaſily to be ſeduced to ſin. - And ſo go 
on in a Rotation of ſinning and repenting; and 
repenting and ſinning, we reſiſt him, when, 
ſince it is his earneſt Deſire and Endeavour to 
promote true Religion, Virtue and Goodnels a- 
mongſt Mankind, we on the contrary, both by 
our Encouragement and Example, give all fur- 
therance to Impiety, Immorality, and Vice. 
Theſe are Sins too frequently, I am afraid, com- 
. mitted, amongſt us, even againſt the Holy 
Ghoſt: Yet no one, I preſume, will adventure 
to ſay that they are unpardonable; unleſs con- 
tinued in fo long, that we finally guench bim, 1 
Theſſ. v. 19. that is,<till we provoke him to 
leave us entirely, as finding us become #0 every 
* good Work reprobate. This is a convincing Proof 
that our Saviour, by blaſphemy againſt the 
Holy Ghoſt, did-not mean every Sin we might 
54 M 4 commit 
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commit againſt him, but only that particular 
one the Phariſees were, upon this Occaſion, 
guilty of, in ſaying, according to St. Mark, 
that he, the Spirit which our Saviour had, was 
an unclean Spirit (a). 

If now, by what has been ſaid, it has been 
made appear that the Blaſphemy of the-Phari- 
ſees in this Place, which was never to be for- 
given, - was not againſt the miraculous works, as 
you have expounded -it, but the Perſon of the 
Holy Ghoſt: then will it, I believe, indiſputa- 
bly follow that he muſt be God, that is a Perſon 
of the Divine Nature. And if it was only Blaſ- 
phemy againſt the. Holy Ghoſt, in the execution 
of that Office he had undertaken for the Salva- 
tion of Mankind, that was here intended, then 
is there a very good Reaſon, why Blaſpheming 
againſt him, upon this particular Occaſion, ſhould 
not be forgiven, though, upon others, Sins in 
general committed againſt the Father and the 
Son, nay even againſt himſelf, were many times 
remitted, And conſequently a ſpecial Sin, 
ſuch as Blaſphemy committed againſt the Holy 
Spirit, as God, might be irremiſſible, and yet 
not all Sin in general be unpardonable. This 
is what to me ſeemed very proper to be oppoſed 
to your Objections. againſt the Proof taken from 
this Text, in Favour of the Divinity of the Holy 
Spirit. And if it affords a ſufficient Sulution to 
them; then the Concluſion drawn from it, that 
t';e Holy Ghoſt is God, mult. remain ſtill firm 
and valid. EM: £2 | 

I ſhall now proceed to conſider what you have 
faid upon Acts xxviii. 25, 26, 27, Well ſpake 


(a) Mark lil. 30. 
TY. - the 


1 


— 


| 
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the Holy Ghoſt by Eſaias the Prophet unto our Fa- 
thers, ſaying, Go unto this People, and ſay —— 
and I ſhould heal them, upon which you obſerve 
that “ nothing can be more fallacious than to 
„ infer- that the Holy Spirit is the Lord, be- 
* cauſe that which in Iſaiah is attributed to the 
« Lord, is in the Acts aſcribed to the Holy 
«* Spirit (a).“ But that the Reader may be 


better able to judge whether this be ſo fallacious 


a way of arguing, or not, I will lay before him 


that Place of Iſaiah, to which Sr Paul has here 


referred: which is Chapter the 6th, at the eighth 
Verſe ſpeaking of himſelf he ſays, Alſo I heard 
the Voice of Jebovab (for ſo it is in the Original) 


ſaying, Whom ſhall J ſend, and who will go for 


us? Then ſaid I, Here am J, ſend me. And then 
follows in the ninth and tenth Verſes, according 
to the Septuagint, from whence St. Paul has 
made his Quotation, Go unto this People and ſay 
—and I ſhould heal them, Now wherein can 
there be any Fallacy in inferring that the Holy 
Ghoſt is the Lord, when an inſpired Apoſtle has 
ſaid that the Holy Ghoſt ſpake by Iſaiah, what 
Iſaiah himſelf declares was ſaid to him by Jeho- 
vah, that is, the Lord? So far from its being any 
Fallacy, that to me it ſeems a very juſt infer- 
ence from hence, that the Holy Ghoſt is com- 


prehended under the ineffable Name Jehovah, 


as well as the Father and the Son. And [| leave 
it to the judicious Reader to detetmine, whether 
Jehovah who ſpeaks in the eighth Verſe, by 
ſaying, who will go ror us? does not add at leaſt 
ſome weight to this Opinion. ts; | 

Upon its having been inferred that the Holy 


(a) Page 47. Te 
Spirit 
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Spirit is the Lord, becauſe that which in Iſaiah 
is attributed to the Lord is in the Acts, as above, 
aſcribed to the Holy Spirit, you ſay that in the 
ſame manner you could conclude that, becauſe 
what is aſcribed to the Lord, Iſaiah Ixv. 1. is in 
the tenth Chapter of Romans, Ver. 20th, ap- 
plied to Iſaiah (But Eſaias is very bold, and ſaith, 


I was found of them that ſought me not) therefore 


Iſaiah is the Lord (a). But this is really ſuch an 
extraordinary Concluſion, that I can hardly per- 
ſwade myſelf that you were ſerious, when vou 
made it, For admitting that. there may be 
ſome what ſimilar in the Premiſſes; yet, I believe, 
the common Senſe of no Chriſtian would ever 
ſuffer him to imagine that ſuch a Concluſion 
could be cither juſt or proper. Becauſe every 
one, who believes aright, muſt own that the 
Holy Spirit was the Inipirer of the Penmen of 
the holy Scriptures : and conſequently though it 
may be ſaid of any one of them, that he ſpoke 
ſuch or ſuch a thing; yet every Man's Reaſon 
might inform him that it was the Holy Ghoſt 
who ſpake it by him. And that this was the 
Perſuaſion of St. Paul is evident both from his 
Diſcourſe and Writipgs. Acts xxviii. 25. he 
lays that the Holy Ghoſt ſpake by Eſaias: yet 
Romans x. 20. he ſays that Eſaias ſaid Chap. 
Izv. 1. what, if we read over the latter End of 
Chap. Ixiv. we ſhall find was ſpoken by Jeho- 
vah himſelf. In like Manner in the ſame Chap- 
ter of Romans Verſe 19th, he introduces Moles 
as ſaying what in Deuteronomy xxxii. 19, 20, 
21. is ſpoken likewiſe by Jehovah himſelt. 
Again Hebr. iii. 7. he writes, whereas the 
Holy Ghoſt ſaith, To day if ye will hear his Voice, 
(a) Page 63. 
1 yet 
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yet Chap. iv. 7. he acquaints us that he ſaid it 
in or by David. Again be limiteth a certain Day 

ſaying in David, To Day if ye will hear bis Voice. 
Palm xcv. 7. And this will account for that 
ſudden Change of Perſons, ſo frequently to be 
obſerved in the prophetick Writings. A very 
remarkabie Inſtance of which we have in this 
9;th Pſalm; wherein the Pſalmiſt excites the 
People to bleſs and adore Jehovah their Maker. 
And ſpeaks in his own Perſon throughout the 
eight firſt Verſes. And, in the ſeventh and eighth, 
he ſays what the Apoſtle has here quoted as 
ſpoken by the Holy Ghoſt: To Day if ye will 
hear his Voice, harden not your Hearts, as in the 
Provocation, and as in the Day of Temptation in the 
Wilderneſs. And then in the ninth Verſe he 
changes the Perſon and ſays, Ven your Fathers 
tempted ME, proved ME, and ſaw My Works. Now 
ſince the Apoſtle has aſſured us that it was the 
Holy Ghoſt who ſaid even what the Pſalmiſt 
ſpoke, in his own Perſon, To Day if ye will 
bear his Voice, &c. nobody, I believe, will dif 
pute that it was the Holy Ghoſt who ſaid like- 
wiſe what follows, //hen your 'Fathers tempted 
ME, proved ME, and ſaw my Works, and on to 
the End of the Pſalm, But if it was the Holy 
Ghoſt,, who was thus tempted, proved, and 
whoſe Works the Iſraelites ſaw, then mult he be 
comprehended under the Name Jehovah. For if 
we look back into the account that Moles has given 
us of the journey ing of the People of Iſrae:, in the 
Wilderneſs, we ſhall find that it was Jehovah their 
God, whom they provoked, by their manifold 
Temptations, for forty years together. From 
all theſe Places duely conſidered, it is very Cer- 
tain that the Apoſtle by ſaying, Eſaias is 2 

0 
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bold and ſaith, could have meant no more, than 
that the Holy Ghoſt ſpake more openly and free- 
ly upon the Subject, he was then treating of, by 
Eſaias, than he had before done by Moſes. And 
thar, whenever he quoted any Penman of the holy 
Scriptures, as ſaying any thing, he looked u 

it as implying the ſame, as if he had ſaid that _ 
Holy Ghoſt ſpake it by him. 

But you ſay further, that “ whatever God 
ce ſpeaks, may very properly be ſaid to be 
. ſpoken by the Holy Ghoſt; becauſe God al- 
« ways ſpeaks to his Prophets by the Inſpiration 
« of his Holy Spirit: and whatever is ſpoken by 
* the Holy Ghoſt may likewite very properly 

% be ſaid to be ſpoken by God, becauſe it is 
„e ſpoken to the Prophets by that Spirit which 
„ God has given them.” That is, | ſuppoſe 
you mean, by his Holy Spirit. This is all ve- 
Ty true. But then I muſt obſerve that it is very 
far ſrom being either a juſt or neceſſary Conſe- 
quence from hence, that the Holy Spirit, by 
which God reveals himſelf to Mankind, is not 
co-eternal with Him. But if your meaning was 
that God reveals his will tro the Holy Spirit, in 
the ſame Manner, as the Holy Spirit reveals it 
to the Prophets, I mult tel] you that it is merely 
imaginary. For, I believe, I may venture to de- 
fy you to produce ſo much as one ſingle Place of 
the holy Scripture, where God is ſaid to reveal 
his will to his Holy Spirit. But on the contrary, 
it is expreſsly declared that the Spirit of God 
knoweth the things of God, as truly and pro- 
perly as the Spirit of Man knoweth the things 
of a Man. For the Spirit ſearcheth all things, 
yea, the deep things of God. Vor what Man 
8 the things of a Man, ſave the Spirit of 

Man 


* 
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Man which is in him? Even ſo the things of God 
knoweth no one, but the Spirit of God (a). And 
now I ſhall leave it even to yourſelf to determine 
whether it be: juſtifiable to conclude as you have 
done from St. Paul's ſaying, Eſaias is very bold 
and ſaith, I was found of them that ſought me not; 
that he is the Lord: when there are ſo may con- 
vincing Reaſons, even to the moſt ordinary Ca- 
pacity, that he could not have meant that Eſaias 
of himſelf ſaid it: but on the contrary, that the 
Holy Ghoſt ſaid it by him. 

But let us go on to 2 Cor. iii. 17. Now the 
Lord is that Spirit: and where the Spirit of the 
Lord is, there is Liberty. As I would not ſtrain 
any Text to prove the Divinity of the Holy 
Spirit, which does not ſeem fairly to do it; 1 
ſhall not diſpute with you upon this, ſince the 
Context affords very good Reaſon for approving 
of Dr. Clarke's Expoſition, which is, The 
„Meaning of this whole Paſſage, is this, . The 
Lord is that Spirit; that is, Chriſt (or the 
« Goſpel of Chriſt) is the true intent and Spirit 
&* (in oppoſition to the dead Letter and burden- 
* ſome Rites) of the Law (5).” And that by 
Spirit, in this Place, the Holy Spirit is not in- 
tended. 

But what you have ſaid upon 1 Cor. ii. 10, 
11. I cannot fo eaſily paſs over. It is there 
written, But God hath revealed them to us by his 
Spirit : for the Spirit ſearcheth all things, yea, 
the deep things of God. For what man knoweth the 
things of a Man, ſave the Spirit of Man which is 
in him? even ſo the things of God knoweth no one, 
but the Spirit of God. Upon which you obſerve 


(a) 1 Cor, ii. 10, 11. (5) Script. Doct. 1132. 
: 1,66 that 
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© that the God here mentioned, as revealing 
„ things by his Spirit, muſt be the God and 
« Father of all. For it would be groſs Abſur- 
s dicy to ſuppoſe that the Father, Son, and Holy 
« Spirit, revealed Things by his Spirit (a)“. 
Now all this ſeeming Abſurdity — merely 
from that reſtrained and arbitrary Senſe, in which 
you have taken the Word, God. Whereas, 
hope, I have made it appear that the Word, 
God, in the old Teſtament is frequently put as 
exegetical of Jehovah, as where he ſo often ſays 
of himſelf, I am the Lord your God, in the Ori- 
inal, it is, I am Jehovah your God. And as 
uch therefore can properly only ſignify the true 
Object of all Worſhip. But then, if the Word 
God be put after Jehovah, ſo as to be explana- 
tory of it, when uſed abſolutely, as in this Texts 
it muſt neceſſarily mean the ſame. For the 
Terms muſt certainly be convertible; that is, if 
Jehovah be God, then muſt God, when ſpoken 
of the true God, be Jehovah. And notwith- 
ſtanding I have fairly proved the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, to be comprehended under Je- 
hovah, yet is Jehovah always ſpoken of in the 
old Teſtament, as one ſingle Perſon: and as 
ſuch has the Pronouns perſonal in all their Caſes 
of the Singular Number applied to him as, I, 
Me. Thou, Thee. He, His, Him. And there- 
fore as here, God, not the God and Father of all, 
as you ſay; but Jehovah, the Object of all di- 
vine Worſhip might be ſaid, without any Kind of 
Abſurdity, to reveal things to us by H1s Spirit. 
But you moreover obſerve, that It is not 
« ſaid in the Text, that the Spirit is in God, 
« as the Spirit of a Man is in Man; but he is 


(a) Page 66. See Dr. Clarke's Scripture Doct. No. 1129. 
plainly 
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. plainly repreſented as diſtin& from God, as 
« a Perſon by whom God reveals his Will, as 
e a Perſon who ſearcheth the deep Things of 
« God, and conſequently cannot be God.” By 
the ſame Method of Reaſoning, in my Opinion, 
you might have undertaken to prove that the 
Spirit of a Man, though ſaid indeed to be in him, 
muſt be diſtin from Man; becauſe he is ſaid 
ta know the Things of Man, as well as the Spirit 
of God to know. the Things of God, But this 
would be abſurd, becauſe we are aſſured that 
the Spirit of a Man is an eſſential Part of him; 
without which he could not be Man. . Do but 
read over the Text again, and ſeriouſly and 
impartially conſider the Force of the Apoſtle's 
arguing in it; and, I am perſuaded, you will 
find that he muſt have looked upon the Spirit 
of God, to be as conſtituent a Part of God, as 
eſſentially and inherently to belong to him, as 
the Spirit of Man does to Man; and therefore 
that he muſt coeternally have exiſted with him, 


conſequently be God (a). 
But 


(a) Imuſt further obſerve that Dr. Clarke, by Way of 
Note, has ſignified that h deep Things of God, ſpoken of 
in this Text, imply the Myſteries of the Goſpel mentioned 

by the ſame Apoſtle in ſeveral other Places. But then, I 
hope, the Reader will confider, that they were thoſe deep 
and profound Myſteries concerning the Method which God 
had, from before the Foundation of the World, determined 
upon, in his unſearchable Counſel, for the Redemption of 
Mankind, by the Incarnation and Suffering of his Son ; 
ever kept in his own Divine Will as a moſt profound Secret, 
impenetrable even to the moſt glorious of his Creatures. 
Being the ſame with thoſe Things which St. Peter ſays, 1b. 
Angels d:fire to look into, 1 Pet. 1. 12. Alluding, as is ſup- 
poſed, to the Cherubim upon the Mercy Seat upon the Ark 
of the Covenant, who were placed in ſuch an Attitude, as 
if they deſired to look into what was contained in m” _ 
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But after all, make the moſt of your Obſer- 
vation; yet is. it at beſt but a mere Quibble. 


knows even the deep Things of God. For in 
the firſt Place, let us but ſuppoſe that the Apoſtle 
wrote conſiſtently, and free from Contradiction; 
and compare what he has ſaid; Nom. xi. 33, 34, 
with this, O the Depth of the Riches both of the 
Wiſdom and Knowledge of God! How uns ARCH.“ 
ABLE are bis Judgements, and his Ways paſt finding 
ont! For. cubo bath Kxown the Mind of the Lord? 


beneath their Feet. Now notwithſtanding St. Peter might 
have had theſe Cherubim in View; yet he might poſfibly 
have meant no more than what God, in all Probability, 
originally intended; which was to ſignify that the deep 
Scheme he had determined upon, within himſelf, for the 
Redemption of Mankind, by the Death of his Son, 
ſhadowed out in that Covenant depoſited in the Ark, was 
unknown even to the moſt perfect of his Creatures. And 
that from their overſhadowing the Ark, as deſcribed, by 
the particular Poſition of their Wings, it was moreover im- 

lied that it was not to be diſcovered by any of them, ſo 
Jong as that Covenant ſubfiſted. If this be the Truth of 
the Caſe, as I cannot help thinking but that it is; and yet the 
Holy Spirit, as here, is repreſented as ſearching all I hings, 
yea, even theſe deep Things of God, it is a very ſtrong preſump- 
tive Argument in Favour of his Divinity. If it be objected, 
that he is only ſaid to ſearch, and not abſolutely to know 
theſe Things, I anſwer that it might have been ſpoken 
only after the Manner of Men; and can be no Argument 


againſt the moſt abſolute Perfection of his Knowledge, be- 


cauſe God himſelf, abſolute as his Knowledge moſt confeſ- 
ſedly is, is likewiſe frequently, in Scripture, ſaid infmes, 
Exeter, ifrgwar, to ſearch out Things as the Holy Spirit 
is here. See Bos's Septuagint, P/a/m xliii. 21. with its 
Note, where theſe. three Words are applied to God, by 
three different Tranſlators, | 


Now 
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Now how are we to reconcile this, with his ſay- 
ing that the Spirit ſearcheth all Things, yea the 
deep Things of God; and knoweth the Things 
of God, in the fame Manner as the Spirit of a 
Man, which is in him, knoweth the Things of 
a Man, unleſs the Holy Spirit really were God. 
In the next Place, do bur conſider how incon- 
ſiſtent it would be, with the infinite Wiſdom of 
God, to create x Being, as you contend he did 
the Holy Ghoſt, with a Power of knowing all 
Things, nay even of ſearching the deep Things 
of his Divine Connfel : That God, infinitely 
Wife, would ever have created a Being of ſuch 
an irreſiſtble Pentration, as the Holy Ghoſt is 
here repreſented to be, no one, I preſume, of 
common Senſe can ever be induced to believe; 
bur if he was nor created by God, he muſt ne- 
ceſſarily be eternal; and confequently God. 
Thus, I have confidered your Objections to 
the ſeveral Texts which have been alledged to 
prove the Divinity of the Son and Holy Spirit; 
and whether J have not made it appear, when 
duely and impartially examined, that they do af- 
ford very ſtrong and convincing Proofs in Sup- 
port of it, I leave it to every candid Reader to 
determine; preſuming therefore, that I have 
made it fairly appear that the Holy Scripture 
do ſpeak of the Son and Holy Ghoſt as being e- 
ternal, I ſhall think myſelf lefs obliged to attend 
you, through thoſe ſeveral Texts which follow 
to the End of your Book. For if the Holy 
Scriptures do ſpeak of three eternal Perfons, 
then, as J have before obſerved, ſince our own 
Reaſon muſt inform us that there cannot 4 
be three eternal independant Gods, theſe three 
N eternal 
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eternal Perſons, however incomprehenſible it 
may be to us, muſt make but one eternal Object 
of all our divine Worſhip, that is one God. 

If it be objected, that it is not reaſonable to 
ſuppoſe that God would ever require us to be- 
lieve what we could not comprehend ; the An- 
ſwer, I think, is obvious, that in the Nature of 
Things there muſt neceſſarily be many, which 
though we cannot comprehend, yet we cannot 
have the leaſt Pretenſions to with-hold our Aſſent 
from ; we cannot but own that there muſt be 
ſome infinite eternal ſelf- exiſtent Cauſe, though 
we cannot poſſibly comprehend how it exiſts, 
And if this infinite eternal ſelf-exiſtent Cauſe 
has revealed to us in the Holy Scriptures that 
there are three eternal Perſons ; yet ſurely it can 
be no reaſonable Ground for any, one to diſpute 
it, merely becauſe he cannot comprehend how 
theſe three do ſo exiſt, in the Divine Nature, as 
to make but one God, one eternal Object of all 
our divine Worſhip. | 

Between the moſt perfect finite Being that 
can poſſibly be created, and an infinite, eternal, 
ſelf-exiſting God, there muſt neceſſarily be an 
infinite Difference. And notwithſtanding ſuch 
Being may be able to comprehend incompara- 
bly more of the divine Nature than ſuch imper- 
fect Creatures as we can do; yet, I believe, I 
might venture to affirm that even ſuch moſt per- 
fect creared Being cannot poſſibly comprehend 
unto Perfection the juſt Manner in which the 
Divinity does exiſt. And conſequently we 
ought not in Reaſon to imagine that we ſhould 
be able to do it. 


There 
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There are many Things moſt obvious to our 
Reaſon, as well as to our Senſes, which we can- 
not but allow to be true, though we cannot diſ- 
cover how they are effected. That Spirit acts 
upon Matter we know to be Fact, as conſiſting 
of both ourſelves ; yet can we not, in any wile, 
account how it does ſo. That a rational, an 
animal, and a vegetative Soul ſhould be ſo com- 
bined as to make but one individual Being, 
might poſſibly have appeared very inconceiv- 
able, had we not known it to be true, in Fact, 
in ourſelves; ſhall we then diſpute about the 
Manner in which the Divine Nature may exiſt, 
and pretend to believe nothing concerning it, 
but what we can comprehend, when we have ſo 
many ſurpriſing, nay incomprehenſible Wonders, 
in our own? | 0 
There is certainly a great deal of Difference 
between not being able to comprehend a Thing, 
and knowing it to be contrary to Reaſon, for 
many Things may be above our Reaſon, and 
yet not contrary to it; and from the Want of 
conſidering this Diſtinction, it has been appre- 
hended that the Papiſt might take Occaſion to 
argue in Defence of Tranſubſtantiation, by tel- 
ling us that it might be as well believed as the 
Doctrine of the Trinity. But herein lies the 
Fallacy. If the Holy Scriptures do ſpeak. of 
three eternal Perſons, as making one God, this, 
though I cannot comprehend, have I yet no 
juſtifiable Reaſon to deny; not only as it is re- 
yealed in the unerring Word of God, but alſo 
becauſe I cannot be ſure that it carries any Thing 
in it inconſiſtent with the Manner, in which the 
Divine Nature does exiſt, and conſequently can 
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Have no juſt Grounds for believing it to be con- 
tradictory to my Reaſon, how much ſoever it 
may be above it. But if any one was to go about 
to perſwade me that a ſmall Morſel of Bread, 
of whatever Sort it may be, only by a Prieſts 
muttering a few Words over it, was tranſub- 
ſtantiated into a real human Body, conſiſting of 
Fleſh and Blood, and that I put it into my 
Mouth, and eat it at one Mouthful, I would 
not, nay I could not poſlibly believe it to be 
true. For why, all my Senſes, as well as my 
Reaſon, unanimouſly conſpire to inform me that 
it cannot poſſibly be ſo ? Our Senſes and our 
Reaſon are thoſe Faculties, wherewith the ſu- 
reme Being has indued us, to inable us to 
Giſtin 1h between one Object and other; and 
therefore, I can never be convinced that he 
would ever require us to believe any thing in- 
direct Oppoſiſtion to the Conviction which they 
afford; though he might expect us to aſſent, 
merely upon his own unerring Word, to what 
we cannot comprehend, which, though it may 
be above, we can have no Sort of Certainty 
that it is contrary to our Reaſon. ys 
1 ſhould not have ſaid fo much, upon this 
Diſtinction, had I not found in a Preface to 
three Letters to Dr. Clarke, from a Clergyman 
of the Church of England, now publiſhed with 
his Works, the Doctrine of the Trinity ſup- 
poſed to be as much againſt Reaſon, as that of 
Tranſubſtantion againſt Senſe (a). wt 
The Truth of it is, we cannot poſſibly com- 
prehend the juſt Manner in which the ſupreme 


(a) 4 Vol. Fol. Page 562. FA 
Being 
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Being does exiſt, and conſequently the Words, 
in all Languages, by which it has been endea- 
voured to be explained, muſt neceſſarily be as 
defective, as our Comprehenſions are. How- 
ever, as ſome have attempted to do this by 
Words, which are not indeed truely Scriptural; 
yet in all Probability the beſt that they could 
conceive, has given great Offence to ſome ; 
whereas, could we but fully comprehend all the 
ſeveral Properties which neceſſarily diſtinguiſh 
the ſupreme Being from all other Beings, name- 
22 whereby he peculiarly is, in every Re- 
pect, what he is; and adequate Words to ex- 
preſs our Conceptions, in all Probability, there 
would be no further Ground for Diflention, 
But as this, in the Nature of Things, is what 
can never be expected, the beſt, nay the only 
Expedient for compoling our Difference, upon 
this Occaſion, is to confine ourſelves fairly and 
candidly to the Holy Scriptures, which muſt 
ever be ultimately the only Rule of our Faith. 
And this 1s what I have done, in the foregoing 
Remarks; moſt carefully avoiding all Metaphy- 
fical Terms ; and indeed all others, which the 
Holy Scripture itſelf does not authoriſe my 
uling. | | 

= the New Teſtament, I find that St. Paul 
has made Uſe of 0 ®G&wv, xy and Gtô rue (a), 
which I have tranſlated ſometimes, the Godhead, 
ſometimes the divine Nature, and ſometimes the 
Divinity, and have introduced but very few 
foreign Quotations, calmly and impartially en- 
deavouring to diſcoyer what was the Author's 


(a) dd xvii, 29. Rom. i. 20. Col. ii. g. 
N 3 Deſign, 
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Deſign in thoſe Texts I have conſidered, and 
comparing one Place of Scripture with another; 
which, I believe, muſt be allowed to be the 
ſureſt Method of ever arriving at the true Senſe 
thereof, from whence I have endeavoured to 
prove, and, I hope, have done it, that the Holy 
Scriptures do ſpeak of three eternal Perſons, 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. And 
if they do this, as our Reaſon muſt tell us, that 
there cannot poſſibly be three eternal indepen- 
dent Gods, but only one God, one eternal Ob- 
Je& of all our divine. Worſhip; however we 
may want Power to comprehend, or Words to 
explain how this may be, yet then muſt it be 
granted that three eternal Perſons and one God 
is, upon the Authority of the Holy Scriptures, 
a proper, nay a neceſſary Object of our Faith. 
And this is all that I contend for, without pre- 
tending, to explain, or even to conceive the juſt 
Manner in which the Godhead does exiſt, which 
in all Probability is, as I have before obſerved, 
what even the moſt perfect finite Reaſon cannot 
poſlibly comprehend unto Perfection. 

I cannot conclude, without beſtowing a Remark 
or two upon what you have advanced in your 
Introduction, which you begin thus ; ** My dear 
* Chriſtian Readers, as | propoſe appealing to your 
* common Senſe, with Regard to an important 
« Point of Faith and Worſhip impoſed upon 
« your Conſciences by Church Authority, I think 
it not improper to premiſe a few Obſervations, 
* in Order to convince you of your Right and 
© Duty to examine and judge for yourſelves, in 
% Matters of Religion; which indeed is fo very 
plain, that one would think no Proteſtant 
x &« would 


{4 ( 183 ] + 
© would call it in Queſtion, But notwith- 
<« ſtanding this, many of the Wiſe and Learned 
«talk and write in ſuch a Way, as if common 
«« Chriſtians were abſolutely to depend upon 
„ the Determinations of the Learned, as not 
being ſufficiently qualified to judge for them- 
* ſelves.” If by the Peoples having @ Right 
to examine and judge for themſelves in Matters of 
Religion, you mean that each Individual in par- 
ticular is at Liberty to expound and put what 
Senſe. he pleaſes upon the Holy Scriptures, it 
would be ſuch a Poſition as muſt neceſſarily 
open an immediate and effectual Door to all 
Confuſion imaginable. And they would, as to 
their Spiritual State, be ſoon reduced to the 
ſame unhappy Situation the J/rathites were in 
their Temporal, when there was no King in Vrael, 
but every Man did what was right in bis ow 
Eye (a). From whence we read that many great 
and fatal Enormities enſued, both in their ec- 
cleſiaſtical and civil State. | 

That there are Quacks in Divinity, as well as 
in Phyſic, is plainly to be collected from the A- 
voſtolic Writings. St. Paul frequently warns us 
againſt falſe and ſeducing Teachers, ſuch who 
defiring to be Teachers of the Law, yet neither un- 
derſtand what they ſay, nor whereof they affirm, 
1 Tim. i. 7. But then that neither theſe, nor in- 
deed any other Teachers are at their Liberty to 
expound the Scriptures juſt as they pleaſe, ap- 
pears from what he has ſaid to Timothy, at the 
third Verſe. I beſought thee to abide at Epbeſus, 
evheu I went into Macedonia, that thou mighteſt 


charge ſome, that they teach wo oruER Doc- © 


TRINE, Now if Teachers themſelves were to 
(a) Judg. xvii. 6. 
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be under a proper Reſtriction; and were ſtrictly 
to conform themſelves to preach no other Doc- 
trine than what the Apoſtles had before deli- 
vered ; how does it follow that every one in = 
ticular has a Right to put what private 
ſtruction, he pleaſes, upon the Holy Scriptures ? 
But beſides the Danger from falſe and delud- 
ing Teachers, we read that the learned and un- 
ſtable wreſt the Scriptures to their own Deſtructi- 
on (a). Upon theſe Conſideration, no reaſon- 
able Man, I preſume, can think it improper 
that ſome Expoſition, or Summary of the Doc- 
trine contained in the Holy Scriptures ſhould be 
drawn up for the Uſe of the People, to guard 
them againſt erring themſelves, or from being 
ſeduced by others, in Matters wherein all Error 
and Deception may prove of the moſt fatal Con- 
ſequence unto them. And this is what is chiefly 
intended by our Creeds, and that, by retaining 
them in our Liturgy, our Spiritual Rulers did 
never intend to debar the People from the Li- 
berty of judging for themſelves, in Matters of 
Religion, is manifeſt from their never making 
any the leaſt Attempt to deprive them of the 
free Uſe of the Holy Scriptures : which certain- 
ly they would, in all Caution, have done, had 
they had any Thoughts, as you ſay they had, 
that common Chriſtians were abſolutely to depend 
upon the Determinations of the Learned, as being 
not ſufficiently qualified to judge for themſelves. 
From the Holy Scriptures, every, even the 
moſt common Chriſtian may now ſatisfy him- 
ſelf whether any Thing unbecoming of God, 


a 2 Peter iii. 16. 
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or inconſiſtent with the Salvation of Mankind, 
is required to be believed by our Creeds or not. 
And if, upon a candid and fair Inquiry, nothing 
of theſe is to be found in them; then may the 
People very ſafely, nay, 1 hope, I may ſay, then 
ought- they ſeriouſly to acquieſce in them, with- 
out giving any juſtifiable Cauſe for any one to 
attempt to inſtill into their Minds that their 
private Judgment in Matters of Religion, from 
their ſo doing, did abſolutely depend upon the De- 
terminations of the Learned. Or, to appeal to them 
in the Manner you have done in your fourth 
Page; where, after having obſerved that, Al- 
& though it be confidently reported, not with- 
* out Grounds, by thoſe who know the World, 
<« that great Numbers of the Learned have 
« changed their Sentiments ſince the Contro- 
«« verſy began, yet they ſeem inclined to keep 
« jt as a Secret among themſelves; very few 
* have made open Profeſſion, and nothing has 
« yet been attempted by the Governors of the 
« Church, to reform what has been done a- 
«© miſs.” Then you add, And therefore I 
«* think it high Time to apply to you in a 
«« Cauſe, that concerns you as much as your 
« betters, as being convinced by Experience, 
<< that you are as capable of diſcerning the 
« Truth by common Reaſon, as well as the 
« wiſe, great and learned, when the Evidence 
« is fairly laid before you.” As to ſome Par- 
ticulars which you have let eſcape from you in 
the former Part of this Addreſs, I ſhall only 
ſay, Let the ſtricten Deer go weep. But what 

you could intend by the latter, I cannot poſſib] 
conceive, unleſs it were deſigned to ſtir up the 
| People, 
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People, very unreaſonably, to endeavour to wreſt 
from their Rulers, by an indecent and clamorous 
Importunity, what, if the foregoing Remarks 
have any Weight, they would have very good 
Reaſon for deny ing. | 
But with Regard to the Creeds, I have a few 
Things to offer in Vindication of thoſe who 
compoſed them. It is highly probable that there 
muſt have been ſome Formulary of Faith drawn 
up, from the very Beginning, to be profeſſed 
by thoſe who were to be admitted into the 
Church by Baptiſm; but what might have been 
then very ſhort, and expreſſed in general Terms. 
But as Hereſies ſprung up, they were obliged to 
be made ſtill more and more Special. The 
Apoſtles Creed, though confeſſedly the moſt an- 
cient of any we have, whatever it may retain of 
the original Formulary, yet has it ſeveral Spe- 
cialities, which plainly ſhew that it was not 
compleated, till aſter that ſeveral Hereſies had 
ariſen, in the Church. The Niecene Creed was 
not made. till after the Council of Vice, which 
therefore became yet more ſpecial than the 
other, in Order to guard againſt the Errors of 
Arius; and this again received ſtill further Ad- 
dition from the Council of Conflantinople, upon 
Account of ſome other Hereſies which had a- 
riſen between the Council of Nice and that. 
The Athanafian Creed, fo called, perhaps, not ſo 
much from its being compoſed by Atbanaſius 
himſelf, as from its containing ſo full an Expla- 
nation of that Doctrine which he ſo ſtrenuouſly 
defended, when written is not very certain. 
There are ſome Reaſons which might in- 
duce us to believe that it was not till after — 
other 
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other two; but whenever it was, it is certainly, 
by much, more ſpecial than any of the others, 
in that it ſpeaks ſo very explicitly of the Doctrine 
of the Trinity; and of the Incarnation of Jeſus 
Chriſt. 0 | 

I have made this ſhort hiſtorical Deduction con- 
cerning our Creeds, in order to ſhew that they 
were not firſt made by the Orthodox, with Deſign 
to determine the Faith of the People to what they 
pleaſed ; but that they were neceſſitated to make 
them, and that ſo ſpecial too; or elſe muſt moſt 
ſhamefully have abandoned their Flocks to all 
the Errors of Hereſy and Deluſion. And there- 
fore, if they are more ſpecial than ſome may 
approve of, they are the Heretics only that are 
to be blamed for it. For if they had not firſt 
begun to explain the Chriſtian Doctrine, in a 
moſt ſtrange and erroneous Manner, there would 
have been no Occaſion for many Creeds; or, 
for the Articles thereof to have been any other 
than very few and conciſe. And it is moſt ear- 
neſtly to be wiſhed, that the Reaſons for retaining 
them, even ſo ſpecial as they are, were not ſtill 
as neceſſary, as they were, either for the making, 
or receiving them at the firſt. 

Another Thing I muſt obſerve, is that thoſe, 
who either made the Creeds, or admitted them 
into the Liturgies, could not poſſibly have pro- 
poſed to themſelves any temporal Profit, from 
their ſo doing. They could not therefore have 
had any Thing elſe in View, but the firm Eſta- 
bliſhment and Promotion of the Truth. Where- 
as the falſe and heretical Teachers are frequent- 
ly ſtigmatized in Scripture for making a Gain 
of Godlineſs. And many of the Hereſiarchs 

had 
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had their Ambition and Vanity, diſappointed 
perhaps in the Church, gratified, by becoming 
the Heads of numerous Parties; and by taking 
Advantage of the Unſteadineſs and Inſtability of 
the People; and by an artful Application to 
thoſe who would not endure ſound Doctrine; but 
after their own Luſts were ever ready to heap to 
themſelves Teachers, having itching Ears; and ready 
to be turned away from the Truth (a); they many 
Times reaped greater-Gain than ever they could 
have expected in the Church : And often much 
larger than many who continued found and ſted- 
faſt both in Doctrine and in Diſcipline ever did 
receive. This, I hope, will be ſufficient to ob- 
viate that ſlanderous Reflection you have very 
injuriouſly made upon the Church of England, 
as if by its Creeds it intended arbitrarily to have 
deprived the People of the free Liberty of judg- 
ing for themſelves, in Matters of Religion. 

And now, Sir, I take my Leave of you in 
very few Words; ſeriouſly recommending to 
you impartially to review your Book, and to ex- 
amine it by the Meaning which I have given of 
the Words, God, and Perſon, upon the right 
Underſtanding of which the clearing away the 
greateſt Difficulties attending this Controverſy 
does in great Meaſure depend. And if, from 
what I have ſaid, you find any Reaſon to change 
your Opinion, I hope, you will be ſo ingenuous as 
openly to acknowledge it : Not at all upon my 
Account, but purely upon your own. For if your 
Book has fallen into many Hands, it may poſ- 
ſibly have done a great Deal of Miſchief, and 


(8) 2 Tim, iv. 3 4+ 
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therefore, the beſt Reparation and Attonement 
you can make for it is. to give Glory to God; by 
an open, a ſpeedy and ſincere Acknowledgment 
cf your Error. And that you may do this, I moft 

earneſtly pray to God char he would pleaſe to 
give you a right Judgment in all Things. And 
when I put up this Petition of aur moſt excel - 
kent Litany, FrxoM ALL AIs DocTriINE, 
HzxzSsV, and" Schisu; I hope that you, and 
al who are ſincerely concerned for the Prevail- 
ing of the Truth; for the Unity and Peace of 
the Church, ſincerely diveſting yourſelves of all 
Partiality and Prejudice, will, with meek and 
ure Hearts, moſt fervently joi with me, and 
ay, Goop LorD DELIVER us. 5 
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Page 6, Line the laſt, for the only true, read falſe ; p. 10. I. g. for 7, 
% 33 Pp. 11. I. 6. dele bad; p. a1. I. 25, n before Nature ; 
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